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PREFACE 


The interest of Americans in the govemments of Europe has 
been considerably stimulated by the events of the past twenty 
years, Washington said in his Farewell Address that “Europe has 
a set of primary interests to which we have a very remote rela* 
tion^^- but that statement is no longer true. Our relations with 
the old continent have now become everything but remote. The 
newspapers of the United States prove it by the amount of 
space which they devote to the vicissitudes of European politics. 
A budget speech in the House of Commons gets into the headlines 
nowadays, and is no longer relegated to a couple of paragraphs on 
one of the inner pages. The election of a German president or the 
fall of a French ministry sends its echoes into all parts of the New 
World. We are slowly learning to think internationally — and it 
is about time. 

For this reason it would seem desirable that Americans should 
know something about the various European governments, how 
they are organized, what sort of political machinery they use, and 
wherein their governmental methods differ from those of the 
United States. It is more than desirable: it is essential to the intelli- 
gent reading of the daily news from overseas. For without some 
knowledge of what a government is, it is impossible to understand 
what a government does. The aim of this book, therefore, is to 
describe in a general way and in simple language the antecedents, 
organization, and processes of government in the chief European 
countries, more particularly in Great Britain, France, Germany, 
and Italy, but with some attention to Switzerland, Russia, and 
the succession states as well. A final chapter, on the League of 
Nations as a scheme of government, has been added. 

The subject is a big one, with all sorts of ramifications, and no 
attempt has been made to deal with it in an exhaustive way. My 
aim has merely been to provide, for the general reader and the 
college student, a pen-picture of these governments in silhouette, 
as it were. I have tried to show how they came to assume their 
present forms, what principles they rest upon, what agencies they 
use for the making of laws, how the execution of public ^poIicy and 
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the administration of justice is carried out, what influence is 
exerted upon the various governments by political parties, and 
what outstanding problems they are now tiying to solve. At tlie 
close of each chapter there is a short list of accessible books to 
which the reader may refer if he desires to become familiar with 
the details of governmental practice in the various count rie.s. 

I have a good many obligations to place on record. In connec- 
tion with the original edition Mr. I. G. Gibbon, C.B.E., of the 
British Ministry of Health, and IHr. Maurice L. G3nver, C.B., of 
the Inner Temple, barrister-at-Iaw, late Fellow of All Souls Col- 
lege, Oxford, were good enough to read the manuscript of the 
chapters on Great Britain and to give me helpful suggestions on 
every one of them. I sincerely appreciate and gratefully acknowl- 
edge the assistance which these two highly competent scholare 
gave me in my attempt to describe the world’s most remarkable 
government. To Professors George La Plana and Carl J. Friedrich 
of Harvard University, and to Professor Albert Gucrard of Stan- 
ford University, as well as to Mr. Godfrey Davies of the Hunting- 
ton Library, on all of whom I have inflicted portions of the proof- 
sheets, I am indebted for many suggestions of value. They have 
guarded me from numerous errors, a service for which my readers 
should be no less grateful than I am. As for the errors that remain, 
I can only remind the critical that “Who faulteth not, liveth not; 
who mendeth faults is commended.” 

Mr. Linton Eccles and Mrs. Ethel H. Rogers of Pasadena have 
given me much assistance in the preparation of the manuscript for 
the press. 

WiLLUM Bennett Munro. 

Pasadena, 

March, 1031. 
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GOVERNMENTS OF EUROPE 

CH.\PTER I 

THE NATUKE OF THE BEITISH CONSTITOTION 

En Angleterre la constitution . , . elle n^existe pas!-~JLte*6* de Tocqueville, 

An infinitely complex amalgam of institutions and principles, the British 
constitution is naturally devoid of all comprehensive system, yet ... it is 
perfectly intelligible.-~/ose/ 

The art of self-government has been the neatest contribution of The moth®: 
the Anglo-Norman race to the progress of the world. Civilized man 
has drawn his religious inspiration from the East, his alphabet from 
Egypt, his algebra from the Moors, his sculpture from Greece, and 
his laws from Rome. But his political organization he owes mostly 
to English conceptions, and constitutional systems all over the 
world are studded with words and phrases which can be explained 
only by reference to the theory and practice of English government. 

:The British constitution is the mother (^f constitutions; the British 
parliament is the mother of parliaments./ No matter b^T what name 
the legislative bodies of other countri^ may be known, they all 
bear the impress of their maternity. Hence it is difficult for anyone 
to have a true understanding of the government under which he 
lives unless he first gains some knowledge of its English antecedents. 

This democratization of the civilized world during the past two 
hundred years, largely through the influence of Anglo-Norman 
leadership, is the most conspicuous fact in the whole realm of 
political science. 

In the history of mankind only two races have made notable and PoKtieal 
Perm'-' nent contributions to the art of governing great populations — 
the Ix< and the English. Ancient Rome elaborated a scheme and Rome, 
of govern; at and a system of law which for centuries exercised a 
profound influence in all regions of the old world. But Rome's 

1 
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political evolution carried her from a popular govemment to an 
absolute one, from a republic to an imperial absolutism. Thertaii 
it ran counter to the ' current of progress. The development of po- 
litical institutions in England went in precisel.y the opposite direr- 
tion. England began as an absolutism and evolved into an iniptriai 
democracy. Her politicalinstitutions, by reason of their harmoiiy 
with the needs of an advancing civilization, have been far more* 
closely and more widely copied than w’ore those of Rome. 

■ Nor is it merely because of this w^orld-wide influeiic'e that ilie 
constitution of Great Britain ought to be studied, — and studieii 
before that of any other -country. It is the oldest among t he exist iiig 
constitutions of the world. With the exception of the half dozen 
3^ears in which' Oliver Cromwell quitted his farming ant! ser\'et! o;s 
President of the English Republic under the title '‘Protei'lor of ihe 
Commonwealth,’^ its general framew^ork has undergone no drastic* 
change for at least five centuries. Nowdiere else has the wcn'ld 
witnessed a political evolution so prolonged and so relativel}^ free 
from great civil commotion. There have been revolutions in Eng- 
land, not all of them bloodless; but the}" merel}" cleared tlie obstnuv 
tions out of the channel The}" did not deflect the main current of 
political progress. The new dispensation began whcTe the old left 
off. After each upheaval the process of constitutional evolution 
was speeded up. So, while it is possible to mark out epocdis or 
stages in the development of the British eoiisthutlon, this is done 
by noting differences after long periods rather than by coining U|»n 
sudden transformations at definite times. ^ 

Three reasons account for the remarkable smoothness with whicli 
the course of British constitutional development lias been run. The 
first is to be found in the geographical isolation of Britain From iIh 
mainland of Europe. Nothing but a narrow strip of channel scfi- 
arates England from the continent, but these twtmty miles of watCi 
have afforded a measure of defense which no other great countre 
of Western Europe has enjoyed.^ During many centuries tins pro 
tection obviated the need for a large standing army and thn> 
withheld from the British monarchs the one weapon witii tvliitT 
they might have crushed popular liteties as did the Bourbons in 

^George Burton Adams, The Origim of the English C(msiittdwn (Xenv llnvt'rj, 
1920), p. 43. 

® Tbe only other European country which has had a relatively oninterrui sled |«>Ii ? - 
icai development, akin to that of England, is Switzerland. Here al.^o a partial 
nation is to be found in the natural facilities for defense against armed inva^-iyu. 
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France and the Hapsbiirgs in Spam.. The^ English kings claimed a 
right to maintain a standing arm 3 ?^>; but they never succeeded in 
making good this claim, and the Bill of Rights eventually disposed 
of it by an express declaration that ^'the maintenance of a standing 
army in time of peace without the consent of parliament is contrary 
to law.” England’s insular position is by far the most important 
clue to a proper understanding of her constitutional history. 
Shakespeare was not unmindful of this fact when he wrote of his 
'.'....native isla.nd as.' 

This precious stone set in a silver sea, 

Which serves it in the office of a wall, 

Or as a moat defensive to a house 
Against the envy of less happier lands. 

In the second place the undisturbed political evolution of England 
has been due to the genius of her people. The fusion of racial 
strains — Celt, Saxon, and Norman, Dane, — gave to the British 
islands a breed of men in whom the ardor for free political institu- 
tions was enduring and strong. So strong did it prove to be, in 
fact, that it ultimately became the root of Britain’s difficulties with 
her own colonies. The people of the British isles, and their de- 
scendants wherever scattered, have in all ages been hostile to 
improvised, uncertain, or dictatorial government; on the other 
hand they have displayed a loyal respect for all political authority 
that is based upon their own consent. 

And something, finally, must be attributed to the happy accident 
that no rigid constitutional framework was devised in the earlier 
slages of British history to hold the course of political development 
m bondage. Englishmen have never had much use for political 
abstractions. They do not look for logic or comprehensive system ” 
m their government. They are not worried by political inconsist- 
encies or anachronisms. They are moi4 concerned with the 
practice than with the principles of political organization. Accord- 
ingly, the British constitution has never teen constrained into 
stereotyped form. It has remained flexible, uncodified, and to a 
degree indefinite. 

The constitution of a state or nation consists of those fundamental 
provisions which determine its form anc^ methods of government. 
It is the accepted basis of political action!^ Tom Paine once argued 
that wdiere a constitution cannot be produced in visible form there 
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is none; but he was wrong. If certain rules^ provisions^ and nistoiris 
are accepted by the people as the bavsis of govemmeiit they lorni a 
constitution, wdiether embodied in a single document, or in se\*erai, 
or in none at all. is to establish. A (‘onstinnini^ i- 

something established as the legal basis of goveinrneiit—whillier 
by a constitutional convention or b}^ process of evohni^)n. 
constitutions have been ordained and esialdished l:>y the fir."'*- ot 
these two • methods; the British constitution is the outstanding 
example of the second. 

The Amer- Heiice the American student who walked into a great London li- 

-eption^^^” brary some years ago and amused the attendants In- asking for “a 
' copy of the British constitution” w^as doing a perfectly logical thing 
from the American point of rkm. He knew that in ids own country 
there was such a constitution; as a schoolboy he liad s(^m Ii prinU‘*d 
in textbooks. Perhaps he had undergone the scholasrie oppression 
of having been required to memorize it. In public disctissions lie 
had heard the provisions of that document quoted as the last wordj 
the supreme law of the land. To his way of thinking it 'ivas inev- 
itable that a constitution should be a document, eoneise in form, 
orderly in arrangement, and definite in its terms. There are fort}- 
nine such constitutions in the United States. 

It does not Yet it is not accurate to say that the government of the American 
Republic rests on these written documents alone. For tlie real 
constitution of the United States includes not only the document 
which the Fathers framed in 1787^ but all that has been read into 
it by the courts, and all that has been read out of it by Congnm 
during the past hundred and forty yeaiB. When James Bryce 
asserted that the constitution of the United States is concise 
and so general in its terms that it can be read in twenty minutes,” 
he did not mean to imply that anyone could obtain even an elemen- 
tary grasp of American government in that length of time. B}’* 
merely reading the four thousand words of the federal constiiutiori 
one would learn nothing about legislative procedure, state govern- 
ment, local government, party organization, and a dozen otlier 
matters which are of the greatest importance in the Anieric*aii 
political system. To read the American constitution in its wider 
sense, would take not twenty minutes but twenty months. 

The original In the terminology of political science the word constiiuiwn was 
first employed to designate cjertain fundamental customs or ancient 
■ usages declared in solemn form by the English king with the assent 
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of his Great Council Thus Henry II, in 1164, issued a set of rules 
governing the relations between the secular and ecclesiastical 
courts, and these became known as the Constitutions of Clarendon. 
Ostensibly they were not new rules, but merely the old usages put 
into written form and formally declared. So it was with the pro- 
visions which the barons wrung from King John in 1215. On a 
much broader scale Magna Carta enumerated the various funda- 
mental customs of the realm. It was a document of definition, not 
of legislation, and might just as well have been called the Constitu- 
tion of Runn;^miede. This surrender of the king marked the be- 
ginning of constitutional government in Europe; that is, of govern- 
ment based upon a definite understanding among the parties 
concerned in it. 

But these constitutions and charters did not embody all the 
principles upon which the government of England rested during the 
succeeding centuries. From time to time they were supplemented 
by successive confirmations of the Great Charter, by the Provisions 
of Oxford (1259), and by a series of great statutes. Later came the 
Agreement of the People, drawn up by CromwelFs soldiers in 1647, 
and the Instrument of Government issued by the Protector in 1653. 
This Instrument of Government was a formal written constitution 
in all its essentials, for it set forth in some detail the powers of the 
executive and the legislature. It established a British republic with 
legislative power vested in a single chamber and a president (Lord 
Protector) with a life tenure. But parliament never accepted this 
constitution, and after CromwelFs death, when the monarchy was 
restored, it merely decreed that the government of England should 
again be conducted according to the ancient and fundamental 
laws of the kingdom.^’ Thus ended the first and only experience of 
England under a constitution of this type. 

But it was merely a prelude to a new experience with formal 
constitutions on the other side of the Atlantic. The American 
colonies caught the idea involved in the Instrument of Government 
and utilized it. During the latter part of the seventeenth century 
they revived the practice of using the term constitution to designate 
their own fundamental laws, especially the one relating to the organ- 
ization of them government. And after the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence all the thirteen states utilized the word constitution to 
signify the new instruments of government which they set up. In 
other words, America borrowed the term from England, gave it a 
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more precise meaning, and by her example during the past hundred 
and fifty years has been largely responsible for its extension through- 
out the world. 

Great Britain has never had a constitutional convention like the 
one that met at Philadelphia in 1787. The British constitution is 
the product of continuous and almost imperceptible accretion. That 
is why a distinguished French publicist once compared it to a '' river 
whose moving surface glides slowly past one's feet, curving in and 
out, and sometimes almost lost to view in the foliage.'' In other 
words it is the result of a process in which charters, statutes, de- 
cisions, precedents, usages, and traditions have piled themselves 
one upon the other from age to age. Or, to use Sir William Anson s 
metaphor, it is a rambling structme, to which successive owners 
have added wings and gables, porches and pillars, thus modifying 
it to suit their immediate wants or the fashion of the time. Its 
architecture bears the imprint of many hands. It is neither Gotliic 
nor Romanesque nor Florentine; neither Saxon, Celtic, Danish, nor 
Norman. Rather it is a mediaeval edifice which has been renovated 
and modernized. 

To drop the architectui’al metaphor let it merely be pointed out 
that the provisions of the British constitution have never been 
codified or put into an orderly form, and probably never will f>e. 
The task would be virtually impossible, for not only do tlie usages 
and traditions cover a wide range, but many of them are not suffi- 
ciently definite to bo set down in writing. They are con! inual!}?^ in 
process of change, new customs replacing older ones. PreecHlents 
are being made almost daily, and these gradually solidify into 
‘^customs of the constitution." Some of these customs of the 
constitution are now so firmly entrenched that ever3mne accepts 
them; others are by no means universally recognized, while othei's, 
again, are subjected to varying interpretations. It is a fixed and 
unquestioned usage of the British constitution, for example, that a 
ministry must resign when it loses the support of a majority in the 
House of Commons, but it is not a universally accepted usage that 
it must resign on any adverse vote. The writer who set out to 
explain just what constitutes ^%ant of confidence" in a ministiy 
would have a hard time doing it. Moreover, a codification of the 
British constitution, if finished to-day, would be out of date the 
day after to-morrow, for the whole thing is a growing organism 
which does not stand still even for a single hour. ''Tlie English," 
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says a French critic, have simply left the different parts of their 
constitution wherever the waves of history happen to have de- 
posited them.’ V, 

The difference in this respect between the British and American ' 

constitutions, however, has been clouded by our habit of using the arisen from 
same word in two dissimilar meanings. If we use the term constitu- 
tion in its proper sense to include the entire body of written and 
unwritten rules by which the fundamentals of government are de- 
termined, then both Great Britain and the United States are alike 
in possessing something that answers this description. In both 
countries this aggregation of fundamental rules, whether written or 
unwritten, is constantfy developing, broadening, changing. The 
constitution of the United States includes not only the original 
document of eighty-one sentences which were so laboriously put 
together at Philadelphia in 1787, but the vast mass of statutes, 
judicial decisions, precedents, and usages ^bieh have grown up 
around it. It is a live, growing organisin which never stands stiU 
for a single day, and it never can stand still, so long as Congress sits 
and the Supreme Com't hands down decisions.^ 

The founders of the American Republic did not encase a living 
heart in a marble urn. They did not place the twentieth century in 
bondage to the eighteenth. The American who spends half an hour 
in reading his national constitution may get a better idea of the 
fundamental rules which govern his country to-day than does the 
Englishman who spends the same amount of time in studying 
Magna Carta, the Bill of Rights, the Parliament Act, and the Irish 
Treaty; but neither American nor Englishman can in this way gain . 
any comprehensive idea of the political institutions under which 
he lives. 

Hence the student who desires to follow Machiavelli’s advice and 
concern himself with the truth of things rather than with an imagi- 
nary' view of them will go beyond the formal documents in either case. 

For the real constitution in any country is like the photograph of an 
individual: no matter how good a likeness it may be to-day, it will ,, 

not be a good likeness ten years, or even five years later. The general 
features of the individual, as of a government, may remain un- 
altered, but the picture is no longer true to life. 

Too much stress has been placed upon the distinction between An example. 

^ See the author^s volume on The Makers of the UnwrUten Constitution (New York, 

1929), pp. 1-26, 
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written and unwritten constitutions. The outstanding feature of 
British government, we are often told, is that it rests on an un- 
written constitution. This statement is more apt to misiead than 
to enhghten. A substantial portion of the fundamental law l:>y 
which Great Britain is governed has been put into wTiting. The re- 
lations between England and Scotland, for example, and between 
England and Ireland, the succession to the crown, the qualifications 
for voting, the organization and procedure of the courts,— all these 
and many other fundamentals of British government are on record 
in black and white. 

What, then, is the constitution of Great Britain? It consist.*, one 
may fairly say, of five elements, not all of which lend them.selves 
to precise definition. First, there are certain charters, petitions, 
statutes, and other great constitutional landmarks such as lUagna 
Carta (1215), the Petition of Eight (1628), the Agreement of the 
People (1647), the Bill of Eights (1689), the Act of Settlement 
(1701), the Acts of Union with Scotland (1707) and with Ire- 
land (1800), the Great Eeform Act (1832), the Parliament Act 
(1911), the Government of India Act (1919), and the Government 
of Ireland Act (1922). But all of these put together cover a very 
small portion of the fabric of British constitutional law. Most of 
them merely dealt with the grievances or necessities of the hour. 
Pieced together, they do not make a comprehensive code. Moreover, 
they are all within the power of parliament to change at any time. 

Second, there is the great array of ordinary statutes which parlia- 
ment has passed from time to time relating to such things as the 
suffrage; the methods of election, the powers and duties of public 
officials, the rights of the individual, and the routine methods of 
government. The various reform acts from 1832 to 1918 are exam- 
ples. The use of the secret ballot, to take an illustration, is regarded 
by Englishmen as a constitutional right; but it rests on a statute. 
There is, in fact, no legal difference between a great constitutional 
landmark such as the Parliament Act of 1911 and any ordinary 
statute. Third, there are judicial decisions interpreting all the 
charters and statutes, explaining the scope and limitations of their 
various provisions. They correspond to the long line of deci- 
sions made by the courts on constitutional questions in the United 
States, — except that the line is longer and the cases not so numerous. ^ 

* Most of the important decisions can be found in D. L. Keir and F. H. Lawson, 
Cases in Constitutional Law (Oxford, 1928). 
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Foui’th, it is often said tliat the common law is' a part of the British 
constitution. By the common law is meant that body of legal rules 
which grew up in England j apart altogether from any action of 
parliament, and eventually gained recognition throughout the 
realm. Such securities for personal liberty as the British constitu- 
tion affords to those who live under it were for the most part brought 
into being b}^ the common law rather than by statute. Certain legal 
traditions are embalmed in the common law,— for example, the 
right to a jury trial in criminal cases; and these may fairly be said 
to form part of the British constitution in its broader sense. The 
common law, like statutory law, is continually in process of develop- 
ment by judicial decision. 

Finally, there are various political customs or usages which are 
scrupulously observed and hence exert a subtle influence on various 
branches of the government. Usage plays a larger part in the 
workings of the British constitution than in the constitution of 
any other country because the British constitution is older and 
the usages have had more time to grow. A large part of the 
British governmental system, in fact, rests on custom rather 
than upon laws or judicial decisions, — for example, such vital 
features as the cabinet and its responsibility to the House of 
Commons. 

A failure to appreciate the importance of usage and judicial inter- 
pretation as agencies of constitutional amendment has led to fan- 
tastic comparisons between ^Hhat living ever-changing organism, 
the British constitution^^ and ^Hhat embodiment of outworn ideals, 
faded hopes, old fears, primitive economic and social facts, the 
constitution of the United States.^ Such comparisons betray a 
bondage to formalism and a disregard of the facts. No vigorous, 
progressive nation ever tolerates a rigid constitution. If the methods 
of formal amendment prove too cumbersome, it will find some other 
agency of change. The United States, with the help of the Supreme 
Court, found it a century ago. 

So what is the constitution of Great Britain? It is an infinitely 
complex amalgam of institutions, principles, and practices; it is a 
composite of charters and statutes, of judicial decisions, of common 
law, of precedents, and usages and traditions. It is not one document, 
but thousands of them. It is not derived from one source, but from 
several It is not a completed thing, but a process of growth. It is a 

^ Herman Finer, Foreign Governrmnts at Work (Oxford, 1921), p. 57. 
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child of wisdom and of chance, whose course has been indiiierentty 
guided by accident and by high design. 

Over every provision of this constitution parliament is legally 
supreme. This sounds strange to American ears. In theory, at any 
rate, parliament can alter any feature of British government at 
will. No charter or statute, however fundamental, is placed Ix^vond 
the power of parliament to change; there is no judicial decision that 
it cannot set aside, no usage that it cannot terminate, and no rule of 
the common law that it cannot overturn. All governmental powers 
rest ultimately in the hands of parliament. ''The jurisdiction of 
parliament/^ to use the wwds of Sir Edward Coke, "is so transcen- 
dent and absolute that it cannot be confined, either for causes or 
persons, within any bounds,” It is desirable that every student of 
the British political system should firmly grasp this legal principle 
at the outset. The British parliament is as nearl}- sovereign as any 
mundane body can be. The only thing it cannot do is to bind its 
successors; it cannot interrupt or put an end to the process of 
constitutional change. 

In Great Britain, accordingly, there is no legal difference Ixd'nwn 
condituent authority and lawmaking authority such as exists in the 
United States. In the national government of the United States the 
lawmaking power rests with Congress; but constituent power, that 
is, the power to amend the constitution, does not come within the 
scope of congressional authority. To amend the constitution of the 
United States is far more difficult than to amend a statute, as is 
shown by the fact that although Congress passes several hundred 
laws at every session only seven constitutional amendments have 
been ratified during the past one hundred years. Parliament is 
supreme in both spheres; it is both the lawmaking and the constitu- 
ent authority. Even the succession to the throne, as established by 
the Act of Settlement, can be changed by a simple statute if parlia- 
ment desires to change it. 

There is a marked difference, therefore, between the concept of 
unconstitutionality in the two countries. When we say in the 
United States that a law passed by Congress is "unconstitutional” 
we mean that it is contrary to some provision of the national consti- 
tution and hence will be declared invalid by the courts. In that 
sense no act of parliament can be unconstitutional. When an 
Englishman brands an act of parliament as "unconstitutional,” he 
merely expresses his own opinion that it is a departure from the 
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existing traditions of British government, that it is unjust, un- 
British, or an objectionable innovation. If parliament, for example, 
were to pass a law permitting civilians to be tried by court-martial 
in time of peace, the whole of Great Britain would undoubtedly rise 
up and protest that such action was unconstitutional. But no 
Englishman would think of calling upon the courts to nullify such a 
law or imagine for a moment that any court, save the high court of 
parliament itself, could set the law aside. They would demand that 
the obnoxious law be repealed, or failing this, that a general election 
be held to let the people choose a new parliament. 

This unrestrained legal supremacy of parliament, this power to 
amend the constitution by the process of ordinary lawmaking, is 
said to give the British political system a degree of flexibility which 
is not found in countries where the constituent and the lawmaking 
power are lodged in different hands. English writers have been in 
the habit of dilating upon this asserted virtue of their constitution 
which, they claim, permits it to be adapted more readily to new 
conditions than is possible in any other country. Many years ago 
Walter Bagehot, in his brilliant sketch of English government, 
dwelt at length on this theme. Parliament, he said, could abolish 
trial by jmy, pass bills of attainder, confiscate private property 
without compensation, take the suffrage away from all but tax- 
payers, and sell off the British dominions. 

in a strictly legalistic sense all this is doubtless true. But there is 
little profit in discussing an exercise of power based upon the as- 
sumption that parliament has transformed itself into a madhouse. 
Legislators, in all lands, have “a decent respect for the opinions of 
mankind.” What they could do if they dared is not of so much 
consequence as is what they dare to do. Legislators come from the 
people; they think and feel as the people do; they are saturated with 
the same hopes and fears; they are creatures of the same habits, 
and when habits solidify into traditions or usages they are stronger 
t han laws, stronger than the provisions of written constitutions. 
The written constitution of the United States forbids the taking of 
private property without just compensation, but that is not the 
reason why private property remains unconfiscated in America. 
Private property is just as inviolable in Great Britain although it is 
protected by no constitutional guarantees. The real reason for its 
immunity from confiscation in both countries is the same, namely, 
the existence of a nationwide belief that to take a man’s property 
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for public use without compensation is unjust, arbitrarj', and an 
abuse of a government’s power. 

The frequency with which the constitutional methods and prac- 
tices of a nation are changed does not depend wholly, or even 
largely, upon the simplicity of the amending process. In France 
the process of amendment is almost as easy as in Great Britain. Yet 
France during the past twenty years has had fewer coastitutional 
amendments than the United States, where the process of amending 
the constitution is very much more complicated. 

The flexibility of a constitution depends on two things: first, the 
nature of its provisions, and second, the attitude of the people 
toward constitutional amendments. If the provisions of a consiini- 
tion, whether written or unwritten, are broad enough to pf'rmit 
considerable changes in governmental methods without any altera- 
tion in the words, then the constitution possesses flexilulity a.s an 
inherent virtue. This is true of the constitutions of Great Britain 
and the United States alike. If, on the other hand, the constitution 
is cluttered up vuth rigid details, as are the constitutions of various 
American states, there is no way of adjusting the document to new 
governmental needs except by amending its provisions. This dix's 
not mean, however, that such constitutions are necessarily more 
rigid than those of the other type. Whether they are or not dt'jx'iid.s 
upon the attitude of those who possess the constituent jxjwer. On 
the face of things the constitution of California is far rnon' rigid 
than that of Great Britain, but it is in fact more easy to change 
and it is changed more frequently. A conservative people, with a 
constitution couched in broad terms, will make relatively few 
changes in it over considerable periods of time. But if the terms of 
the constitution are so precise that they leave no leew'ay for change 
by interpretation, there will be an annual procession of amend- 
ments, no matter how hard the process of amending may lx? — ye.s, 
even though it necessitates bringing the whole people to the polls 
in order to get an amendment, adopted. 

Let it be repeated: the unique feature of the British constitution 
is not its unwritten character, for a considerable part of it i.s in 
writing. Nor is it distinguished from other constitutions by the 
fact that it can be amended through the ordinary channels of law- 
making, for the same is true of the Italian and Spanish constitutions. 
Nor yet does it possess, in actual practice, a greater degree of fie.xj- 
bility than written constitutions in the United States. The unique 
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The results 
of this gap. 


feature of the British constitution is to be found in its curious 
divergence from the actualities of government. In all other countries 
the constitutional provisions are measurably in tune with the facts. 

In Great Britain they are not. In the British constitution ^^nothingj 
is what it seems or seems what it is/^ There is a gap between; 
constitutional theory and governmental practice such as exists ii|‘ 

: no. other land., . 

In Great Britain the institutions, forms, principles, theories, 
ceremonials, and phrases of government remain in existence, un- 
changed, although their practical importance has long since de- 
parted. Functions are performed by one official, or body of officials, 
in the name of another^ Powers which for centuries have not been 
exercised, and doubtless never will be, continue to be vested in 
established authorities. By the constitution things are assumed to 
be done in one way; the officials do them in another way. That is 
why English wiiters, in describing their government, devote half 
their chapters to picturing what it is supposed to be, and the other 
half to explaining that it is in reality something quite different. 

The salient features of the British constitution ma}^ accordingly A summary, 
be set forth as follows: first, there is no legal distinction between a 
constitutional provision and an ordinary statute. Parliament is 
supreme over both. Second, no British law can be unconstitutional 
in the American sense. There is no supreme court of Great Britain 
with power to declare an act of parliament null and void. Third, the 
British constitution does not recognize the principle of division of 
powers, the doctrine that legislative, executive, and judicial au- 
thority should be vested in separate and independent hands. Nor 
is there any division of powers between national and state govern- 
ments as in the United States. Parliament makes the laws, controls 
the executive, and is itself the tribunal of last resort on constitutional 
questions. Parliament may legislate on any subject ; its field of legis- 
lative jurisdiction is confined by no constitutional enumeration of 
powers, as is that of Congress. Finally, a vast hiatus separates the 
theory of the British constitution from the actual processes of 
government. 

England began her political histoiy as an absolute, or nearly 
absolute monarchy. And England has become, in the course of the 
past seven centuries, a limited monarchy, a crowned republic. Yet 
the theory of absolute monarchy has never been shaken out of the 
co3Qstitution, and the crown is still the source of all authority. In 
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fteorv aU actions of the government arc actions of the ^ 

SmSi In the name of the crown. All office of P-enn™ 

IlLnts of the crown. The ministers of state are lh(_‘ advwn h of 1 1 * 

crown summoned and dismissed at the royal dtscret ion. ^ “ ^ 

LTaUd without the crown’s assent; no appomtmen is evei ma 1 
root e^rthat of the prime minister himself, savr^ m the mme ui 
L crown. No parliamentary election can be hek sa.e in ' 

to tirkin^^’s wit. It is His Slajesty’s navy. Hts Majest> ^ po^ 
office His'kajesty’s courts, His Alajesty’s govennmni, am e^t. i 
His MSesty’s “loyal opposition” in parliament. his is In eanse 

the anciemt prerogatives of the crown ‘ V;.“ 

appointments, and in dispensing justice ^ u t .. u .am u 

awav by any change in the constitution oi ih > - ^ . 

Englishman knows that aU these high-soimdiiig royal pivrouu. . -■> 
SSSso curtailed and circuu.cc.1hcd by 
that they are to-day little more than empty toiniulas. . i ‘ 
power hae l«u shifted from tie king to tho p.i.ple “"'"S th™-* 
their chosen representatives in parliament. The | ^ 

myll lteltism tcuuua iu the lawa even though the las. ve,.1.g» 
of it have "one from the practice of British goienmant. 

The esseffiial and peculiar characteristic of the British monarchy, 
. thX. is that the king retains the symbolism oi absolve powr 
although he has completely lost the substance of it. 
theory and fact, principle and practice are widely at \aiiai t 
throughout the whole structure of British constitutionalism. H k 
L akes the government a hard one to describe. One is tempted to 
set forth the law, explaining that it is not the practice. . M n, <• 
second thought, it seems easier to set forth the practice, explaming 
that it is not the law. No wonder the impatient focqui'ul ; 
shrugged his shoulders and said; “ In England, the constiliiuon . . . 
there is no such thing!” 


The general subject dealt with in this chapter has been disci.^ed bi 
many writers on English constitutional history and government, he 
short surveys may be found in F. A. Ogg’s E^iglish (Jomnment ami I cbm 
(New York, 1929), pp. 59-81, in A. L. Lowell’s « hnghim^ 

(2 vols., New York, 1908), Vol. I, pp. 1-15, and m ^r Yilham Iv -tmun s 
Law and Cmtmn of the Cor^Htutim (fifth edition Orford, 19^), No • L 
pp 1-13. Attention may also be called to the chapter on Ihc aahent 
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Features of the English Constitution ” in Sir John A. R. Marriott’s English 
Political Institutions (new edition, Oxford, 1925), and to the same author’s 
Mechanism of the Modern Stale (2 vols., Oxford, 1927), Vol. I, pp. 149-170, 
also to the introductory chapter in Sir Sidney Low’s Governance of England 
(new edition. New York, 1917), pp. 1-14. A much more e.xtensive dis- 
cussion is given in A. V. Dicey’s Law of the Constitution (eighth edition, 
London, 1915), especially chapters i-ii, xiv-xv, and in note v of the 
ajjpendix. Jesse Macy’s Nature of the English Constitution (New York, 
1911) is a historical consideration of the subject, a very stimulating and 
readable one. On the nature of constitutions in general there is a good 
chapter in W. F. Willoughby’s Government of Modern States (New York, 
1919), pp. 93-106, and reference should also be made to J. W. Gamer’s 
Political Science and Government (New York, 1928), pp. 498-541. All the 
books mentioned at the close of chapter ii {below, pp. 37-38) also shed 
light, directly or indirectly, upon the nature of the English constitution. 
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CHAPTER , II 

HOW THE CONSTITUTION DEmOPED 

The English parliament strikes its roots so deep into the past that searrel}’ a 
single featoe of its proceedings can be made inteiligible without relwnre to 
history . — Sir Courtenay llberL 

has been a leading characteristic of English constitutional 
history/' said Woodrow Wilson, ‘'that her political institutions 
have been incessantly^ in process of development, a singular con- 
tinuity marking the whole of the transition from her most aiieieirL 
to her present forms of government.” ^ The development of ilie 
English constitution is not a history of breaks or of new establish- 
ments, or of successive new creations of instrumentaiities of legisla- 
tion and administration. All the way through it is a history of 
almost insensible change, of slow modification, and of unforced, 
almost of unconscious development. Great changes in the spirit of 
English government have occurred from century to century; l>ut 
they have been brought about so gradually that the proci'ss has 
hardly been perceptible. One cannot assign definite dates for the 
various stages as in France or -the United States. It must siifEce to 
say that the transition took place during a certain century, or, 
sometimes, in the com*se of a designated reign. Hence the reader of 
this chapter will not be asked to remember a lot of historical dates, 
for in no other country are exact dates so little worth rememtering. 

The island of Great Britain, which includes England, Wales, and 
Scotland, has an area of about eighty-eight thousand square miles. 
It is about the size of Minnesota. Its present population is a!)aiit 
44,000,000. A little to the westward of the main British island Ik^s 
Ireland, with an area of about thirty thousand square miles (con- 
siderably less than that of Cuba) and a population of only four and 
a half millions. When Great Britain first appeared on the liorizoii 
of recorded history it was inhabited hj Celtic tribes, dark-haired 
invaders from the mainland of Europe who had crossed the Channel 
several centuries before the dawn of the Christian era. Concerning 

^ The State (New York, 1918), p. 183. 
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the political organization of ancient Britain we Imow nothing. 
Most of the tribes came from the same parent stock but this did 
not prevent their being continually at war with one another. Julius 
Ctesar crossed from Gaul to Britain with an army in 54 B. C. but 
did not attempt a*/ permanent occupation of the country. It was 
not until nearly a century later that the Emperor Claudius under- 
took the actual conquest of Britain and succeeded in establishing 
a Roman province there. 

The Romans occupied the main island as far northward as the 
present Scottish border and westward to the mountains of Wales. 
They did not conquer Ireland. Their occupation of England con- 
tinued for nearly four hundred years during which time they built 
great highways, established towns, and developed a considerable 
trade. But they did not colonize the country with Roman settlers, 
and when they withdrew in the early part of the fifth century their 
political institutions soon disappeared. They made no more im- 
pression upon the language, religion, and temperament of the 
people than the British have done during their three hundred years 
of activity in India. These four centuries of Roman tutelage 
sapped the war-spirit of the country, however, and when the 
Romans departed the people found themselves without means of 
defense against their enemies. 

It was not long before marauding tribes from across the North Sea 
— Danes, the Angles, and Saxons — descended upon the British coast 
and effected a landing. They arrived in large numbers, drove the 
people westward, and occupied the greater part of England. Settling 
on the evacuated lands these various Anglo-Saxon tribes established 
seven districts or ^^kingdoms,’ — East Anglia, Mercia, Northum- 
bria, Kent, Sussex, Essex, and Wessex, each with its own chief 
or leader. Then followed a period of intertribal war in which the 
more powerful absorbed the weaker, until the heptarchy was re- 
duced to three kingdoms and ultimately to two. Finally, the 
kingdom of Wessex, gained supremacy in the ninth century and 
the English nation was formed. 

Thus princeps became rex. It was not by voluntary union but 
by conquest. The smaller kingdoms did not wholly lose their 
identity, however; they became subkingdoms or shires of the 
Saxon realm, with an earl or aeldorman at the head of each. “At 
best,'^ says Professor Haskins, “England before the Norman con- 
quest was a loose aggregation of tribal commonwealths divided by 
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local feeling and the jealousies of the great earls.'^ ^ The ruler^iiii) 
of the king was rather tenuous; his powers depended in large measure 
upon his own personal wisdom and vigor. The kingship was iK/rc-d™ 
itary in the sense that it descended in the same family, hut 
was a body of magnates, the Witan, which apparently had power 
to choose an heir other than the eldest son or even outsiih.^ llic^ 
ruling family if necessity arose. The Saxon king was the leadf^r of 
his people in war; he made laws or ''dooms’' with the eoncnirrc^iu-e 
of his Witan, and he tried to see that these decrees were eiiforceii. 
He also presided over the assemblies or synods of the chiirelL 
The Witan. The Witan (Witanagemot), or assembly of wise men, was the 
king's great council. Its exact organization and powers we do not 
know, but it had a variety of functions including the riglit to l:e 
consulted by the king on important matters. Onh- when a weak 
king was on the tlirone did it count for much as a governing 1)Ot!y. 
Although it had no fixed membership it customarily included the 
chief ofiicers of the royal household, the bishops and abbots, the 
seldormen of the shires, and the other magnates of the country.” 
There were no elective members, and save for those whose great 
prominence made it impracticable to leave them out, the king 
summoned whom he pleased; hence the Witan varied in size from 
time to time. There was no national capital; the Witan met piTiodk 
cally in different parts of England. The king presided at its meetings 
and directed its business. In theory, at least, the powens of the 
Witan seem to have included the assenting to new laws, the making 
of treaties and alliances, the approval of taxes or levies, and Uk" 
regulation of ecclesiastical affairs. It was thus the high council of 
both state and church, and also acted as a high court for the trial 
of important cases. In practice its power was in inverse ratio to 
the personal strength of the king. 

Since the Witan contained no elective members it was not a 


The Witan 


ra th^king. representative body, but it was nevertheless looked upon as re- 
flecting the national will and as a potential check upon the arbitrary 
^ power of the king. Not as a very dependable check, however, for 

the king could pack the Witan with his own supporters and thus 
make sure that it would do his bidding. Still it fonned a link 

^ The Normans in European History (Cambridge, 1915), pp. 5-6. 

2 In the Witan held at Winchester in 934, for example, there were present two 
archbishops, four Welsh “kings,” seventeen bishops, four abbots, twelve ffildormen, 
and fifty-two royal thanes. F. W. Maitland, ConstUulional History of EmMud 
(Cambridge, England, 1908), p. 56. 
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bet^veen the king and his realm; its meetings took him around the 
country where he could see or hear about what was going on; and 
it promoted the idea that the king should act “in council/^ not in 
obedience to his own caprice. 

During the Saxon period the great mass of the people lived in 
little villages and made their living from the land. Each village^ 
with the land belonging to it, formed a township, which was the 
smallest unit of English social, political, and economic life. Each 
township had its own local government, which usually consisted of 
a township ^^mote'^ or town meeting and certain elective officers, 
chief among whom was a reeve. Groups of townships were formed 
into hundreds, or districts which seem to have contained a hundred 
warriors or a hundred heads of families. Each hundred, likewise, 
had a local assembly which appears to have been made up of the 
reeve ^^and four good men’' from each township. 

Finally, there was the shire with its shire-mote. There is some 
reason for believing that in its earlier stages this shire-mote or 
court was a popular assembly of all the free men who cared to 
attend, but in time it came to be made up of the larger landowners 
and the officials of the church, together with the reeves and the 
other representatives of the townships. It met twice a year, usually 
under the leadership of an aeldorman who was appointed by the 
king. There was also a shire reeve or sheriff, similarly appointed, 
and in the course of time this official displaced the aeldorman as 
the presiding officer of the shire assembly. As each shire, as a rule, 
formed a diocese the bishop was usually present to declare the law 
* of the church and to look after its interests. He seems to have 
presided when cases affecting the church or its officials came up 
for trial. The shire-mote was a court rather than a legislative body; 
its main function was to hear and .determine cases which were too 
important to be decided in the hundred-mote, especially cases 
relating to the ownership of land. 

There are thi^ee significant things about this Saxon system of 
local government. First, it was measurably uniform throughout 
the whole kingdom, thus creating a bond of national unity. Second, 
it provided a hierarchy of local areas (townships, hundreds, and 
shires) each with its own governmental organization. Thereby it 
laid the groundwork for the Anglo-Saxon system of local self- 
government. The English people obtained in township and shire 
J their first elementary lessons in the art of governing themselves. 
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Finally, and perhaps most significant of all, is the fact that the 
governments, of the hundred and. the shire were based, in theory at 
least, upon the representative principle. It was there that the iclca 
of choosing representatives first gained a fimi foothold. jMen wore 
chosen by their fellow freemen to sit in the court of the shire long 
before there were any elections to parliament. So, when represen- 
tation in parliament came, the people were ready for it. It is no 
wonder that men of Anglo-Norman stock have become adept in 
the art of self-government. There has been no time in the past 
thousand years when Englishmen have not been electing sorneJjody 
to represent them somewhere — in shire, or borough, or parish, or 
county, or synod, or parliament. 

The Saxon monarchy did not gain strength with the lapse of time. 
Its weakness provided an opportunity for the invasion of England by 
Danish tribes which overran a considerable part of the country and 
installed a line of Danish kings. After a season of disorder, Idood- 
shed, and extortion, the Saxon dynasty was restored, but 011I3" for a 
brief interlude. The Norman conquest was at hand. On the death 
of Edward the Confessor in 1066 , William of Normand.y laid claim 
to the English throne and supported his claim b}^ bringing an army 
across the Channel. After defeating his rival claimant in a decisive 
battle at Battle Abbey (also called Senlac or Hastings), 'William pro- 
ceeded to Westminster where he was crowned on Christmas Day. 

The coming of the Normans inaugurated a second and pro- 
foundly important epoch in the evolution of the British constitu- 
tion. But the Norman conquest, like the American Revolution of 
seven centuries later, is to be looked upon as a turning-point 
rather than as a starting-point in the development of representative 
institutions. The Norman conquerors did not root out the existing 
system of local government but merely modified it and super- 
imposed some of their own institutions upon it. Wulliam desired to 
rule as king of the English; he wanted the good will of the people; 
hence he permitted the people to retain their ancient laws, institu- 
tions, and customs. He changed things only insofar as seemed 
necessary to ensure the strength of his own royal power and to 
establish a centralijzed rulership over his new kingdom. Thus there 
took place a fusion of Saxon and Norman political ideals, with 
lasting advantage to the English nation. The old Saxon constitution 
was strong in the local areas but weak in the country as a whole; 
the Norman constitution became strong in both. 
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First among the significant developments of the Norman period 
was the increased power of the crown. The Saxon naonarchy had thonty of 
been weak because local independence was strong. William set out crown, 
to make himseh every inch a king, and by a variety of measures he 
succeeded. He curbed the power of the Saxon earls; he broke up IJhedwi- 
their great estates and divided them among his own trusted follow- gg_ 
ers to be held under feudal tenure as his vassals. He made himself tates. 
head of the church and assumed the right to appoint the bishops. 3^Royal^ 
Most important of all, William and his successors drew the system over the 
of local government under thoir control, particularly by increasing 
the powers of the shire reeves or sheriffs. These sheriffs, who were 
now appointed by the king and responsible to him alone, became 4 . The^vork 
the real rulers of the shires (or counties as the Normans preferred sheriffs, 
to call them). They enforced the king’s will in all parts of the realm, 
maintained law and order, collected the taxes and turned them into 
the royal treasury. The sheriffs became the prefects of mediaeval 
England. The seldorman, or earl, presently disappeared from the 
Norman county court.^ FinaUy, under William’s successors the 
crown increased its authority by developing a system of royal tices and 
judges who went about from county to county hearing cases, de- 
ciding them in accordance with the same principles, and thus 
rpal-ing the king’s law “common” throughout the realm. There 
had been no body of common law in Saxon times. 

The significance of all this royal centralization proved to be far- Sigaffioanee 
reaching. It may sound like a paradox, but it is none the less true in 

that the growth of the royal power under the Normans and their p®™"- 
Angevin successors paved the way for the ultimate triumph of 
F,r, p: 1isti democracy. Representative government did not achieve 
its first victories in England because the barons and lords were 
strong but because they were weak. Restraints upon the king’s 
authority in England could not be imposed by individual dukes 
and counts as in France, for there were none powerful enough. The 
curbing of the king, when the time came, had to be a joint enter- 
prise, participated in by all. In other words the noblemen and 

landowners of England were compelled to pool their strength 
against the monarchy and they seized upon parliament as the 
agency through which this might be effected. Then, needing alhes, 
they finally took the people into camp, and parliament became 

iThe title “earl,” however, has survived as one of the ranks in the Bntish 
nobility. 
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more broadly representative. That is why historians speak of 
English democracy as a by-product of the royal supremacy.^ 

Under the Normans the old Witan became known as tlic Alagnuin 
^Uonciliiim or Great Council. This body, like its predecessor, was 
composed of officials 'and other high personages summoned by the 
king; no elective members were added. At its sessions, wliieli took 
place three times a year in William's reign, there were present “all 
the men of England," as the ciironicler puts it, by wliieh he meant 
all the men that counted. The great council met in different parts 
of the country— at Westminster, at Winchester, or at Gfoueesier 
as the king happened to be — but, eventually all its sessions were 
held at Westminster. It supposedly had the same general functions 
as the old Witan but its actual power was less because tiie king*s 
authority had become greater and because all its members were now 
the king's vassals. It was the high court of the king and his chief 
advisory council. It dealt with “great men and great causes.” The 
king consulted it in the making of laws and the levying of new taxes. 
But most of the royal revenue came from feudal dues, and for the 
collection of these the king needed nobody's approval. The Norman 
king was the largest private landowner and the richest man in the 
kingdom; his income was large enough to defray most of the national 
expenditures without recourse to any regular system of taxation. 

Then there was the Curia Regis or Little Council It is sometimes 
said that this was a different body from the Magnum Concilium, 
and sometimes that the two were the same. They were in fact the 
same and yet not the same. The anagram may be elucidated in this 
way: The great council met only at intervals, three times a year at 
the most. But certain of its members, notably the officers of the 
royal household (such as the chancellor, the chamberlain, the 
constable, and the steward) were permanently with the king, 
travelling with him wherever he went. This small body of officials 
and barons, in permanent attendance on the king, could be used at 
any time as a sort of executive council or court, and to these gather- 
ings the name Curia Regis was applied. The king's wishes, the 
business in hand, the convenience of the barons — ^various things 
determined whether a big council or a little council should be called. 
In other words there were both plenary and restricted sessions of 
the same body, with no hard and fast line between the two in point 

^ This matter is discussed at length in Henry Jones Ford’s Represe 7 it{itw€ Govern-- 
mmi (New York, 1924). 
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of membership or jurisdiction. It is not improbable that sessions 
of the Concilium were devoted chiefly to larger questions of justice, 
finance, and public policy, while meetings of the Curia were chiefly 
concerned with administrative and routine matters, but even of 
this we cannot be sure. There was a serene disregard for definiteness 
in mediaeval institutions. - ' '1 

The essential thing to be borne in mind is that the Norman and Summary, 
early Angevin kings governed England with the help of a single 
non-olective body which met either in formal session with a fairly 
large membership or informally with a smaller attendance. We do 
not know the extent to which the king was bound to seek or be 
governed by its advice in either case. The Norman monarch judged 
and taxed, levied feudal dues on his vassals and commanded his 
army, declared the customs of the kingdom and changed them by 
royal command. He was absolute in theory and little short of it in 
fact. Nevertheless he did call the leaders of his people together, 
sought their advice, and sometimes followed it. This habit, under 
later kings who were not so strong, hardened into a usage and the ’ . 
usage became a constitutional principle. Out of the plenary sessions 
of the great council the British parliament arose; out of the Curia 
grew the privy council, the exchequer, and the high courts of 
justice. So the frame of government in twentieth-century England 
owes much to this ancient council with its big and little sessions. 

The Norman political system was rough at the edges. But most The work of 
of the crudities were polished off by Henry II, the Conqueror^s 
great-grandson. Henry restored, revivified, extended, and defined 
the organs of English government. A man of legal temperament, 
adroit and energetic, he infused new life into the administrative and 
judicial systems. He elaborated the plan of sending royal judges on 
circuit through the counties; he appointed more competent sheriffs; 
he brought the jury system into general use, and inaugurated a dis- 
tinction between the administrative and the judicial functions of the 
Curia Eegis. By holding more frequent sessions of the great coun- 
cil and by referring all important matters to it for deliberation he 
assured it a definite place as the forerunner of parliament. 

Mention has been made of the fact that the Curia Regis originally The jDegin*. 
concerned itself with both administrative and judicial matters, SpSation 
making no distinction between these two fields of jurisdiction. But eSve^alfd 
in due course it found that work could be expedited and improved 
by devoting separate sessions to different kinds of business — to the 
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work of examining the sheriffs' accounts and to hearing appeals from 
the county courts, for example. Moreover, there developed the 
practice of . sending members of the Curia out into the counties to 
preside over the county court, thus bringing the judicial aiitliorit)- 
of this high tribunal closer to the people. At any rate there grad- 
ually took place a separation between the administrative and the ju- 
dicial work of the Curia, and with this came a bifurcation of its mem- 
bership. One section continued as a permanent rotmi council, later 
becoming known as the privy council The other, confining Itself t ?> 
judicial business, became the parent of the exchequer and the high 
courts of justice— “the court of the king's bench, the court of common 
pleas, and the court of chancery. It is not to be imagined, howcumr, 
that this separation took place all at once, or that it can be assigned 
to any single reign. ^ It came about gradually, by halting steps, and 
without conscious intent, thus affording us an admiralde illustra- 
tion of the principle of evolution as applied to political institutions. 

Meanwhile a development -was taking place in the legislative 
branch of the government, although one should hasten to explain 
that no clear distinction between executive and legislative functions 
was in the mind of the king, the council, or anyone else at this early 
stage. The king stood n the public imagination as the source^ of all 
law, and the sanction of all law. Nevertheless a separation bet 
legislative and executive work, between lawmaking and adminis- 
tration, became inevitable as the great council grew larger in its 
membership and as its work became more extensive. 

This enlargement of the council came with the admission of tlie 
lesser landowners, the knights of the shire as the^^ were called. Only 
the great landowners had previously been summoned to the meet- 
ings. But King John, in 1213, directed the sheriffs to send 'rigour 
good knights” from every county to attend a session of the great 
council at Oxford. This and subsequent invitations of the same sort 
were not dictated by any new philosophy of popular representation 
but by altogether mercenary motives. The king wanted revenue; 
he desired to levy taxes upon all landed estates of w^hatever mze; 
and it seemed advisable (for it simplified the work of the royal tax- 
gatherers) that the new taxes should be approved by a widely rep- 
resentative gathering. 

The separation began early in the twelfth century and was not eomplated until 
the middle of the fourteenth. Full details are given in J, F, Baldwin, The 
Council in England during the Middle Ages (Oxford, 1913), chao. iii. 
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Here we encounter, accordingly, the germ of the doctrine that 
there should be ^^no taxation without representation/^ It was not 
conjured from the brain of Aristotle or any other political philos- 
opher. John Plantagenet, king of England, simply found it easier to 
tax with representation than without it, and it was his habit to 
choose the path of least resistance. But he builded better than he 
knew. He set in process of growth a doctrine that reverberated 
across the Atlantic five centuries after he passed to his grave. 

Be it borne in mind, however, that a summons to attend the 
great council was by no means looked upon as an honor in the thir- 
teenth century; on the contrary it was regarded by great and small 
landowners alike as an imposition to be evaded if possible. One of 
the contemporary chroniclers tells us how one gallant cavalier, 
when his assembled fellow knights sought to choose him b}^ acclaim, 
put the spurs to his horse and tore off at full speed lest acceptance be 
wrung from him. The knight of the shire, when elected in response 
to the royal summons, had to travel to Westminster at his own 
expense, and travel was costly in those days. From the outlying 
parts of the kingdom the journey was a matter of weeks. There 
w^as neither joy nor emolument in the job. And when the knights 
arrived at the meeting place of the great council they were merely 
asked to ratify some new taxes and then sent home again. Nothing 
could be further from the truth than to imagine that the people of 
medi£eval England, or any part of the people, clamored for repre- 
sentation in the great council of the realm. A summons to send 
representatives came as the shadow of a new tax cast before them. 

Then came Magna Carta, the Great Charter of 1215. This 
document, by some of its provisions, gave increased definiteness to 
the organization and powers of the great council. It stipulated that 
certain specified taxes could not be imposed by the king without the 
counciFs approval; it provided that all the great barons should be 
summoned individually, and all the knights of the shire by writs 
addressed to the sheriffs. Still, this charter was strongly baronial in 
tone and it did not require that membership in the great council 
should be made representative of the people. It assured no repre- 
sentation to the towns. Although schoolboy orators throughout the 
English-speaking world perennially acclaim Magna Carta as ^^a 
great palladium of civil liberty, it was in reality nothing more than 
a treaty between the king and the barons of England in which the 
latter got all they could for themselves. Most of its provisions relate 
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to the privileges of the church and the landowners; only a very few 
have any relation to. the rights of the common inaii. The idea that 
. this, charter forms the basis of trial by jmy, popular government, 
and modern democracy in general is one of our most tenacious 
political myths. 

There is a well-known picture which often hangs on tlie walls of 
American school rooms. It portrays King John, with a worrii^d 
countenance, a crown on his head, and a quill |X"n in Ills hand, 
aflSxing his signature to a long scroll which is supposed to contain 
the provisions of the Great Charter. Behind him is pitched an 
army-tent of nineteenth-century design, over which is unfurled a 
royal standard that did not come into use until long after John had 
been gathered to his fathers. All this is amusingly fantastic, for the 
reason (among others) that John Plantagenet could not inite a 
single word, not even his own name. Magna Carta was not signed 
by the king; it was merely assented to by hirn orally, and sealed 
with the great seal of the realm and with the mdividiial seals of 
twenty-five barons who were designated to see tliat the provisions 
of the charter were respected. Four documents, each of wliicli pro- 
fesses to be the original, have come down to us. Each differs some- 
what in phraseology from the others.^ 

Yet Magna Carta is properly regarded as a landmark in I^ngllsh 
constitutional history. It is more than a piece of class iegislaiion 
wrung from a frightened king by a band of baronial conspirators. 
For it definitely established the principle that the king, on certain 
great issues, must consult his council as a matter of law and not avS 
a matter of choice. In other words it set forth a declaration of 
feudal rights as the barons understood them. It was a recital of 
what the barons of England looked upon as the constitutional 
customs of the realm. With this baronial interpretation the people 
seemed to agree. None of them flocked to the support of tiie king. 
They left him to stand alone. So, while the provisions of the great 
charter guaranteed rights to bishops, barons, and merchants, rather 
than to the populace, the further extension was bound to follow on. 
In its resounding Latin, moreover, the charter endowed all free 
Englishmen with one right which they have never let go, and which 
their posterity beyond the seas have guarded with unremitting 
vigilance, — 

J book on the subject is W. S. McKechnie’s Magm Carta (Glasgow, 



^ No free man shall foe held in duress, or imprisoned, or dispossessed of his land, 
or outlawed, or exiled, or in any other way harassed, nor will we impose upon him, 
nor send him our commands, save by the lawful judgment of his peers or by the 
law of the land. 

^ The term “parliament” was vaguely and loosely used until 1295 or even later. 
Matthew of Paris speaks of a 7n-agnum parliamentum in 1257 [Stubbs, Select Charters 
(Oxford, 1900), pp, 330-331] and the Annals of Winchester refer to a parliamentum 
omnium, magnatum in 1270 {Ibid., p. 337). The Rolls of Parliament begin with the 
year 1278, but they do not cover all the meetings until the end of the century. 
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"^^Nulius liber homo capiatur, vel imprisonetur, aut dissaisiatur, aut 
aiitlagetur, aut exaiitur, aut aliquo modo destruatur, nec super eum 
ibimus, nec super eum mittemus, nisi per legale judicium parium suorum, 
vel per legem terrs6.'' V(Af^td^ 


But let us get back to the evolution of parliament. The charter of Simon de 
1215j as has been said, did not require that the great council should gS^cmin- 
be placed upon a representative basis but it was not long before this (1265). 
prineiple gained acceptance. The advance is commonly associated 
with the name of Simon de Montfort, Earl of Leicester, who is often 
called the “Father of the House of Commons,^’ although he has no 
good claim to this attribute of paternity. What happened, in short, 
was this: During the reign of Henry III, about fifty years after the 
signing of the charter, a quarrel between the king and his barons 
arose over the royal attempt to impose some new taxes; and both 
sides resorted to arms. The king was defeated, and Simon de Mont- 
fort, as leader of the barons, became virtual dictator of the realm 
although the king was not formally deposed. But a dictator could 
no more govern without funds than could a king, so Montfort had * - 
to solve the problem of finding a great council which would approve 
a tax le\y. In 1265, therefore, he took the step of summoning not 
only the bishops, barons, and knights of the shire, but two repre- 
sentatives from each of twenty-one English boroughs or towns. 

Montfort was an adventurer, shifty and self-seeking. His action 
in extending the basis of representation in the great council (or 
parliament as it was now beginning to be called) was not inspired by 
any allegiance to the principles of democracy, ^ He needed money. 

His hold on the barons was weakening. The towns were growing in 
population and wealth. He wanted their support — and their finan- 
cial contributions. Hence his desire to draw them into the orbit of 
national taxation. Simon of Leicester had the instincts of a modern 
political boss, however, and he restricted his summons to those 
tovms which he believed were favorable to him. Only twenty-one 
handpicked boroughs were represented. 
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So Montfort^s ' parliament of 1265, with its earls, barons, bishops, 
•knights, and townsmen, was not a national parliament but rather a 
party convention— a packed convention at that. And when ilont- 
fort was ousted from his dictatorship a little later, the practice of 
summoning representatives from the towns was diseontimied. 
Sessions of parliament were held from time to time during the next 
thirty years— with no borough representatives present. Then, in 
1295, Edward I summoned them once more. He was w^aging a war 
and needed money from all elements, the church, the barons, the 
knights, and the towns. Hence Edward brought together what has 
come to be known in English history as the/ ^ model parliament" of 
1295. It was a large body, a parliament in the true sense. ^ It met 
as a single chamber but voted its taxes by three divisions or es- 
tates, in other words the clergy, the barons and the knights, and 
the townsmen each voted separately. Each group was called into 
the presence of the king and his council. There they listened to liis 
plea for money and gave assent — by their silence. They did not 
sit; being in the presence of the king, they stood. The session did 
not last long, just long enough to unloose the purse strings. 

In several subsequent parliaments the ^ Three estates” met and 
voted separately, but this three-chamber arrangement never became 
a fixed parliamentary practice. Instead there took place a coales- 
cence which eventually made parliament a bicameral body. The 
higher clergy and the great barons drew together, for they had 
interests in common. Both were large landowners; both wen* 
summoned to parliament by individual -writs and hence were 
members of it by tenure, not by election. On the other hand, a 
similar identity of interest drew together the knights of the shire 
and the townsmen, for both were present in a representative 
capacity. 

Thus was accomplished the moulding of parliament into two 
chambers, which came to be known as the House of Lords and the 
House of Commons. The process of bifurcation moved slowly and 
was not completed for at least a hundred years. It was an important 
step, one of the most significant in the entire history?- of government, 
for it started the bicameral system on its way around the world. No 
one planned or guided this separation and coalescence; it was merely 

^ It included two archbishops, eighteen bishops, sixty-six abbots, throe heads of 
religious orders, nine earls, forty-one barons, sixty-one knights of the shire, and 
one hundred and seventy-two representatives from the towns. 


HOW THE CONSTITUTION DEVELOPED 


29 


the natural working out of the social forces of the age. Regarded as 
of little or no consequence in the earlier centuries, this division of 
the English parliament into two chambers gave it a frame that has 
been transmitted to every other great legislative body on earth. ^ 

It has been said that the knights and the townsmen were present 
as representatives; but how and by whom were they elected? The 
knights of the shire were chosen in the county court, which was in 
effect a county council Any landowner, whether he had attained 
the rank of knighthood or not, was eligible. The burgesses or repre- 
sentatives from the boroughs were chosen by the freemen of these 
towns at meetings called for the purpose. As a matter of practice 
the elections were decided by a relatively few landowners in each 
shire and by the leading citizens of each parliamentary borough. 
Voting was by a show of hands and rarely was there a contest. More 
often it was a matter of persuading someone to go. 

Being a member of the House of Commons in mediaeval England 
brought neither profit nor honor nor authority. The commoners 
were regarded as of no account, save for their assent to the granting 
of funds. In the great hall at Westminster, where parliament 
assembled, the bishops and barons sat in front of a throne which 
the king occupied, his chancellor and other officials flanking him 
on either side. Below and beyond the bar of the house, at the oppo- 
site end from the throne, stood the knights of the shire and the 
burgesses. Their presence was not essential to a quorum. The king, 
through his chancellor, presented the immediate business in hand, 
whereupon the commoners retired to the refectory of the building 
and ^Mebated^^ the matter. Having chosen a spokesman or speaker 
they trooped back into the hall and this speaker, with profuse 
expressions of loyalty to the crown, announced the result of their 
deliberations. That was the extent of their share in the work of 
parliament. 

One should not make the error of thinking that parliament in the 
fourteenth century was primarily a lawmaking body. The king 
made the laws with the assent of the lords, spiritual and temporal. 
The commoners merely presented petitions and assented to the 
levy of taxes. The bishops and barons far outweighed them in 
influence. But the commoners gradually began to gain authority. 

^ We are accustomed to think of the two-chamber system as having been universal 
from the outset. But the Scottish pariiamentary system developed a single chamber; 
the French developed three estates; and in Sweden the early parliaments had 
four houses. 
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They ' acquired, in due course, the- right to be first considered in 
'money matters. Their possession. of this financial initiative was 
...shown in 1407 when the king agreed that, all grants of taxes should 
be first made by the commoners and then assented to by the lords. 

The right of presenting petitions likewise became the basis of an 
actual share in the making of laws. For it naturally hapixmed that, 
many individual petitions related to the same grievance. In such 
cases it became the custom to merge them into a common petiTion, 
a collective petition presented by the house as a whole. Such a 
petition came to be known as an ^^address to the throne/’ that is, 
a united request for royal action. In the fourteenth century the 
king made the laws with the asseM of the lords, at the request of the 
commons; in the fifteenth century he found himself making them 
'^by and with the advice of both. It was in this way, slowl}^ and 
almost imperceptibly, that the commoners acquired an actual 
share in the making of the laws. During the Wars of the Roses, 
which covered a considerable portion of the fifteenth century, the 
commoners gained on the lords because the latter devoted so miicii 
of their attention to quarrelling among themselves. These wars 
were chiefly waged by noblemen and their retainers; the towns 
took little part in the struggle. Before they were over the majority 
of the barons had been killed off and their titles cxtingiiislied. Xew 
noblemen were created, of course, but they did not have the prestige 
of the older families. 

StiU, the House of Commons was the weaker of the two chambers 
even in the days of Henry VIII and Elizabeth. Tlie crown remained 
the pivotal point in the government and looked mainly to the lords 
for advice in lawmaking. When the commoners showed themselves 
obstinate the monarch did not disdain to use tlireats and coercion. 
Henry VIII, for example, warned them on one occasion that unless 
certain measures were passed, he would send a batch of commoners 
to the gallows. Elizabeth sent two members of the Commons to 
prison for their persistence in advocating legislative proposals 
which were distasteful to her. The House contained at this time 
about three hundred members elected by the freeholders in the 
counties and the freemen of the towns. ^ Elections were held 
irregularly, for there was no requirement by law or custom that 

A freeholder was one who owned land with an estimated rental- value of forty 
shillings per annum or more. A freeman was anyone who possessed the “freedom 
of the town. Originally a considerable percentage of the adult male residents were 
freemen but as time went on the category was narrowed. 
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they should be held on stated dates. When the king wanted money 
he called an election. Then, if the House of Commons proved com- 
plaisant, he continued it in existence for several years; otherwise 
he dissolved it speedily. Sessions were brief; they usually lasted 
only a few days or at most a few weeks. In the reign of Henry VIII 
nine parliaments were elected. One sat for seven years; two sat 
for three years each; the other six were quickly dissolved. Queen 
Elizabeth summoned parliament more regularly and (outwardly at 
least) accepted its action on many important matters. 

Soon after the death of Elizabeth, however, this waxing strength 
of parliamentary government was put to a severe test. Leaving no 
nearer relatives, Elizabeth passed the English throne to her cousin, 
James Stuart of Scotland, who in 1603 was crowned king of England 
as James I. He claimed to rule by divine right and laid great stress 
upon his royal prerogatives. This insistence, of course, soon pre- 
cipitated a conflict with the House of Commons, the immediate 
issue being the right of the crown to lay certain taxes without the 
consent of parliament.^ But matters did not come to an open 
rupture, for the king was careful not to press his doctrines too far. 
When James could not get laws, he resorted to ordinances. - 

His son and successor, Charles I, was neither so cautious nor so 
fortunate. Surrounding himself with rash, self-confident, and unwise 
counsellors, he soon brought his relations with parliament to a 
critical state. In 1628 both Houses united in presenting to Charles 
the famous Petition of Right which definitely asserted the principle 
that no man should be compelled to make or yield any gift, loan, 
benevolence, or tax without the consent of parliament. The king, 
under pressure, assented to the Petition, but he did not keep his word. 
Various old impositions, such as ship-money, were revived and 
levied without parliamentary authority. When parliament re- 
iterated its protest the king sent the members home and for eleven 
3rears ruled the kingdom without calling a parliament at all. Eng- 
land was on the verge of despotism and only managed to escape it 
by launching the Great Rebellion. On the eve of hostilities Charles 
hastify summoned a new parliament but it proved no more amenable 

i The crown did not question parliament’s right to control ordinary taxes but 
held that certain special levies called impositions (additional customs duties) were 
within the royal prerogative. 

Laws -were enacted by the king in parliament; ordinances were issued by the 
king alone. It is significant that in the King James version of the English Bible 
(Exodus xviii. 20) the translators wrote “And thou shalt teach them ordinances 
and laws.” They placed ordinances first. 
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than its' predecessors. It adopted the Grand Remonstrance of 1641 
which was in eifect an appeal to the people against the crown, 

' In' the early stages of the rebellion the king's forces had the ad- 
vantage but eventually Oliver Cromwell succeeded in reorganizing 
the parliamentary anny and gaining the iip|'>er hand Tlie king took 
refuge with the Scots army which delivered him into the liands of 
parliament. After prolonged negotiations he was put on trial, con- 
demned, and executed (1649). Thereupon great governmental 
changes came in quick succession, the monarehy and the House of 
Lords were abolished; a commonwealth was proclaimed: a written 
constitution known as the Governmenl was adopted, and 

Cromwell was named Lord Protector of the British Commonwealth, 
But he, no less than his royal predecessor, found the House of Com- 
mons a difficult body to deal with and the Instrmiient of Go\'ernriient 
failed to take root.^ It became increasingly unpopular with the 
people and was only maintained in operation by the persona! genius 
of Cromwell. The Lord Protector died in 1658, having named his 
son, Richard, to be his successor; but Richard speedily abdicated 
and in 1660 the monarchy was restored. 

The restoration of the Stuart dynasty indicated the strength 
which the monarchical tradition had acquired in Britain. The old 
grievances were for the moment forgotten. It w^as assumed tliat 
Charles II, the new king, would adopt the principle of parliamentary 
supremacy, and in form he did so. During the twenty-five years of 
his reign he had several conflicts with parliament but never risked 
his throne. His brother, James II, who succeeded to tlie throne in 
1685, was not so fortunate. James Stuart was a headstrong, in- 
tolerant individual, with narrow views and no imagination, ilore- 
over, he was unfortunate in the choice of his advisers. Within a 
short time after his accession he quarrelled with parliament over 
the right to exercise his ''dispensing power'' as it was called, that 
is, the right to suspend the operation of certain laws. This drove the 
parliamentary leaders to the plan of bringing in a new monarch. 
William, Prince of Orange, was therefore invited to aid in ‘'protect- 
ing the constitutional liberties of the realm" and the result ras tiie 

^ In 1656, when the House endeavored to assert its right to control the militia, 
Cromwell appeared on the floor, gave the members a scathing rebuke, dissolved 
the House, and sent them home. And when a new parliament was elected he saw 
to it that no members opposed to him were admitted to the House. SubscQuontly, 
however, they were permitted to take their seats and trouble again resulted, with 
the same outcome — another dissolution. 
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Eevolution of 1688. Finding himself deserted by all parties, James 
fled to France and the Stuart monarchy came to an end. 

While this struggle between the crown and parliament was going 
on there took place a strengthening of the king’s council, now privy coun- 
officially known as the privy council. It became a large body, in- 
eluding at one stage as many as forty members. Its functions were 
still called advisory, but they were in reality much more than that. 

It virtually exercised some of the king’s prerogatives for him. 

Through its committees or boards, and by means of orders-in- 
coiincil, it regulated trade, supervised the administration of justice, 
took control of finance, and left no department of the government 
outside its ceaseless supervision. Its right to issue orders or ordi- 
nances with the force of law made it in some ways a legislative 
body more influential than parliament itself. 

It was the theory of the government that the king should be The cabal 
guided by the advice of his privy council. But when this body had 
become large and did most of its work through committees it could 
no longer perform this advisory function to the king’s taste. In the . 

public mind its unwieldiness and inefficiency were held responsible 
for some English naval reverses at this time. So Charles II adopted 
the plan of forming a “cabal” ^ or inner circle of privy councillors 
to advise him on all important and confidential matters. This 
action was much resented by the other councillors, and the practice 
was temporarily abandoned, but it was soon resumed and became 
the forerunner of the cabinet system. 

As a result of the Revolution, William and Mary became joint The Bill of 
monarchs of Great Britain in 1689. In order that there might be 
no recurrence of friction between the crown and parliament the 
latter drew up and adopted a document known as the Bill of Rights. 

This document, while it did not profess to be a constitution in the 
ordinary sense of the term, set forth the basic principles of English 
government as they were understood by parliament at the time. 
Enumerating the various issues which had arisen between the king 
and his people it proclaimed the legislative supremacy of parliament, 
denied the authority of the crown to levy any tax or impost without 
parliamentary consent, insisted that parliament should be regularly 
called, and set forth a list of individual liberties which were not to 
be infringed. The Bill of Rights, accordingly, marks the culminating 

^ The word was formed by using the initial letters from the names of its first 
members— Clifford, Ashley, Buckingham, Arlington, and Lauderdale. 
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stage, in the evolution of' the fundamentals.. The outlines of the 
B.ritish constitution were now practically complete; nothing re- 
mained but to fill in the details and to elaborate the ]nacliiih?ry of 
administration. Britain had become a limited monarchy. Parlia- 
■ment had gained a mastery over the royal prerogatives. It was in a 
position to control the minister of the crown even though the 
principle of ministerial responsibility had not as yet l)cv‘oiiie (*>tah- 
.lished in its present form. The changes that have taken phee in 
the British government since 1689 have not altered its gcmcaal 
outlines. 

But although there has been no reconstmetion of the frame work^, 
some notable changes have taken place in the practical workings of 
English government. The most significant among these arc‘ (a) the 
continued narrowing of the monarches actual powers, (b) the rise of 
the cabinet and the fixing of its responsibility to parliament, (e) the 
democratization of the House of Commons, (d) the reduction in the 
powers of the House of Lords, and (e) the grotvth of the party 
system. 

Although the Bill of Rights asserted the legislative supremacy of 
parliament it did not deny to the crown an essential share in It^gisla- 
tion. William and Mary made themselves real factors in the conduct 
of the government and chose their ministers without deference to 
the will of parliament. But their successors, George I and George II, 
were Hanoverians by birth and allegiance, with little or no interest 
in English affairs. They could not speak the English language, 
hence it was useless for them to attend meetings of their 
They neither understood their prerogatives nor cared to assert 
them. If England would only further the ambitions of their beloved 
Hanover in continental politics they were willing to let parliament 
have its way. So they chose advisers who were acceptable to the 
House of Commons, and let the House control them. George III, 
when he came to the throne, made a brave attempt to revive some 
of the royal influence which his father and grandfather had relin- 
quished, but it was too late. Parliament had taken the reins and 
was determined to keep them. 

With the decline in the personal authority of the king came a 
rise in the power of his ministers. It is often said that tlie cabal of 
Charles IPs reign was the progenitor of the present-day cabinet, 
and in a sense it was; but the real reason for the cabinet rise to 
power was the necessity of providing a channel timough which the 
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newly-asserted supremacy of parliament over the king could be 
exercised. It was soon discovered that things went along with 
much less friction when the members of the cabinet were chosen 
from among those members of the privy council who belonged to 
the dominant party (VTiig or Tory) in the House of Commons. No 
statute or resolution of parliament forced the king to restrict his 
choice to members of the majority group; it was merely the logical 
thing to do. A king was sure to get himself into trouble by selecting 
a prime minister who could not control parliament; it was easy to 
avoid trouble by selecting a prime minister who could. Sir Robert 
Walpole was the first royal adviser to whom the term prune minister 
can properly be applied. He held office at the will of parliament. 

When he resigned in 1742 because of an adverse vote in the House 
of Commons he estabhshed a precedent which is perhaps the most 
important of all provisions in the unwritten constitution of his 
country. 

The democratization of English government is a third feature of 3. The’ 
the past two centuries. The House of Commons two hundred years zatiSiS fte 
ago was a representative body in form and an unrepresentative Commons, 
body in fact. It did not represent the people of Great Britain or 
reflect public opinion upon matters of national policy. This situation 
was due to the gradual narrowing of the parliamentary suffrage and 
to the fact that although the population had been greatly shifted 
by the rise of the factory system and the dechne of agriculture there 
had been no redistricting of the country for election purposes. The 
Reform Act of 1832 changed all this. It liberalized the suffrage and 
in some degree adjusted representation to population. It made the 
House of Commons a representative body in fact as in name, 
thereby enhancing its strength and prestige. Other reform acts 
have followed at intervals, the last of them in 1918. 

The fourth important change relates to the powers of the House 4, The re- 
of Lords. These have had to be ciutailed. From time to time, the powers 
especially during the closing decades of the nineteenth century, 
the Lords and Commons came into collision and the former were 
able to prevent the enactment of measm-es which the Commons 
had passed by large majorities. These conflicts engendered much 
political bitterness and gave impetus to a movement for curbing 
the authority of the upper chamber. But not until 1911 did this 
movement come to a head. The immediate occasion was the action 
of the Lords in rejecting a finance bUl which the Commons was 
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determined to place on the statute book. The Commons then 
'decided that never again .should the hereditary cliaml)er be in a 
position to balk its will, and to that end the Parlianiorit At*t was 
put through both Houses, the Lords assenting to it imder a threat 
that if they did not do so the upper House would be swamped I.)}’ a 
wholesale creation of new peers. The Parliament Act definitely 
settled the supremacy of the Commons in all eases of tlisagrecioent. 

Finally, the actual workings of British government l'i,a'\’e t)eeii 
greatly influenced, during the past two centuries, by the rise of 
political parties. We have now grown so accustoiiieci to party organ- 
izations, party programs, and party activities tliat it is difficult to 
visualize a system of representative government witliout them. 
There were political 'Tactions’' in English history long before 1689— 
Lancastrians and Y'orkists, Cavaliers and Roundheads, Petitioiiers 
and Abhorrers; but they were not political parties in tiie modern 
sense. None of them ever conceded that its opponents had any 
right to exist. When one faction gained control of the government 
its patriotic duty was to harry the other faction* out of tiie land. It 
was not until after 1689 that Englishmen reconciled themselves to 
the idea that men could be opposed to the existing government 
without being enemies of the state. Men could be "in opposition" 
without being rebels. Indeed, it slowly came to be realized that a 
strong opposition in parliament was a wholesome spur to efficient 
administration because it put the ministiy on its mettle. So the 
nineteenth century witnessed a general acceptance of the party 
system with all its implications. The minority in parliament were 
no longer known as the king’s enemies but as “His Alajesty’s loyal 
opposition.” The insertion of the term loyal in this phrase is of 
great significance. , It points to the most important change that 
has been wrought in the spirit of English parliamentary institutions 
during the past two hundred years. 

Now the foregoing are not the only changes that have come into 
the practice of British government since the days of George III and 
the American Revolution. Scotland entered into a parliamentary 
union with England in 1707. Ireland was drawn into this union in 
1800, but went out of it in 1922 when a new status for Southern 
Ireland was created.. Meanwhile a great overseas empire vras Ixiilt 
up, consisting of many dominions, colonies, and protectorates. The 
relations of these various territories with the mother country have 
been gradually determined, partly by law and partly by usage. The 
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reiations between Britain and India have also been altered and re- 
cast, especially during recent years. All this, and a great deal more, 
has been accomplished without any radical reconstruction of the 
government at home. The essentials of the British constitution 
have undergone no fundamental change by reason of this transfor- 
mation from a small kingdom of about twenty million people into 
a world empire of nearly four hundred millions. But the details 
have been modified, the spirit of administration has considerably 
changed, and new needs have been met by alterations in the govern- 
mental mechanism. England, like America, has been adapting an 
eighteenth-century constitution to twentieth-century conditions. 


There is no end of material on the subject of the foregoing chapter. For 
the American student the most useful brief surv^ey is the Outline Sketch of 
English Constitutional History by George Burton Adams (New Haven, 
1918). A. B, White, The Making of the English Constitution (New York, 
1908), covers the period to 1485. A still more comprehensive but not al- 
together reliable work is Hannis Taylor, Origin and Growth of the English 
Constitution (2 vols., Boston, 1898). 

Those who wish to delve more deeply into the subject will find satisfac- 
tion in Charles Oman, England before the Norman Conquest (London, 1910) ; 
H. W. C. Davis, England under the Normans and Angevins (Oxford, 1905); 
T. F. Tout, History of England from the Accession of Henry III to the 
Death of Edward III (London, 1925); William Stubbs, Constitutional 
History of Englmid (6ih edition, 3 vols., Oxford, 1903); Sir Frederick 
Pollock and F. W. Maitland, History of English Law (2 vols., Cambridge 
1898); A. F. Pollard, History of England from the Accession of Edward VI 
to the Death of Elizabeth (London, 1910) ; Spencer Walpole, History of 
England (6 vols., New York, 1902-1905) ; and Sir Thomas Erskine May 
and Sir Thomas Holland, Constitutional History of England (new edition, 
3 vols., London, 1912). The best single volume on the development of 
parliament is A. F. Pollard, The Evolution of Parliament (London, 1920), 
but a longer and older work, G, B. Smith, History of the English Parliament 
(2 vols., London, 1892) is still useful. Special mention should be made of 
G. B. Adams, Comicils and Courts in Anglo-Norman England (New Haven, 
1926); H. J. Robinson, The Power of the Purse (London, 1928); and C. H. 
Mcllwain, The High Court of Parliament (New Haven, 1910). 

On the development of the privy council and the cabinet further dis- 
cussions may be conveniently found in J. F. Baldwin, The King’s Council 
in England during the Middle Ages (New York, 1913) ; E. R. Turner, The 
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Privy Council of England in the Seventeenth and Eigkfeenik Centuries 
(Baltimore, 1927); E. Percy, The Privy Council under the Tudors (OxiV?rd. 
1907) ; A. Fitzroy, The History of the Privy Council (London, 192hl : T. F. 
Tout, Chapters in the Midrninistrative History of Mediaeval England d\Lin» 
cliester, 1920); A. V. Dicey, The Privy Council (OxiVn-d, i8>7); IL JL 
Qx^tiQUy The King^s Government (London, 1913); and ]\Iary T, 

The Development of Cabinet Government in England (Xew' York, 1902). 

The more important documents in English constitiitioiial histcuy may 
be found in William Stubbs, Select Charters and Other Illustrations of Eh gi ish 
Constitutional History (9th edition, Oxford, 1913), whieli eo-^'ers the ]i{:*riod 
to about 1300; G. W. Prothero’s Select Statutes and Other ConsiHutianal 
Documents (Ath. edition, Oxford, 1913) (covering the reigns of Elizabeth 
and James I), and S. R. Gardiner's Constitutional Documents of the Puritau 
Revolution {which deals with the period 1625-1660). C. G. Robcrtsini. 
Select Statutes, Cases and Documents to Illustrate English Constitufio/ad His- 
tory (London, 1904) covers the later period. A volume of Select Doeunienls 
by G. B. Adams and H. M. Stephens (New York, 1918), covers in a more 
general way the entire period. 

For judicial decisions affecting the development of the British constitu- 
tion reference may be made to D. L. Keir and F. H. Lawson, Cases in 
Constitutional Law (Oxford, 1928), and to B. A. Bickneii, Cases on the Law 
of the Constitution (London, 192^), 



CHAPTER III 


THE CROWN 

Lex facit regem : what power the king hath, he hath it by law ; the bounds and 
limits of it are known . — Richard Hooker {1594:). , 


^^Who rules England?^' once asked a Stuart satirist. ^^The king The king 
rules England, of course.^^ "'But who rules the king? ^^Theduke.^’ ciwm^ 
^^Who rules the duke?” ^^The devil.” Nowadays it is the crown, 
not the king, that rules England, and rules by the advice of the 
prime minister, who in turn is bedeviled by the caprice of the House 
of Commons. There aremany sub tie, distinctions in the vernacular 
of British government but none more vital, as Gladstone pnce re- 
marked, than the distinetion between the 'king and the crown, 
between the monarch as a person and monarchy as an institution.^ ^ 
There is a world of difference between the two, yet it is often over- 
looked even by Englishmen themselves. In everyday speech they 
attribute to their king as an individual many prerogatives which 
belong to the office that he holds. These prerogatives do not in 
fact belong to George V, but to an abstraction known as “the 
crown,” of w^hich the king is merely the physical embodiment. It 
might just as well be called The Consent of the Governed, or The " 

Will of the People. 

The whole development of the British constitution, in fact, has The trans- 
been marked by a stead}^ transfer of powers and prerogatives from 
the king as a reality to the crown as a concept . Parliament has left 
the personal status of the king untouched; he has always been and 
still is above the law; but parliament has enchained the crown and 
has bound it to definite modes of procedure. By this process the 
official acts of the king have been brought within control of the 
laW‘S and customs of the realm. This gradual establishment of / 
parliamentary control over the royal prerogative covered a long i 
period; it began with Magna Carta or earlier, and was not fully 
completed until well into the nineteenth century. The issue, indeed, 
was much in doubt prior to the expulsion of James II, but at that 
point the crisis passed. The Revolution of 1688 involved more than 
the substitution of one king for another. It marked a very important 

^ Gleanmgs from Past Years (7 vols., London, 1879), vol. I, p. 234. ; 
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stage in the transfer of political functions from a personality to an 
‘institution. 

Theimmor- The distinction between the king and the crown is reflected in 
the cry that: ''The king is dead; long live the king!” What this 
announcement of a royal demise really means is: "The king is dead; 
long live the crown; long live the office which one moiiart*Ii has 
passed on to another.” The death of a king makes no more diffcaTiK'C 
in the powers and duties of the crown than takes place V'lien one 
president of a republic replaces another. The crown is an artificial 
yov juristic person; it is not incarnate, and it never dies. The powers, 
functions, and prerogatives of the crown are not suspended by the 
death of a king, even for a single moment. 

Importance Now if this distinction be kept in mind it will serve to c*larify 
t/nctiSn bJ much that is puzzling to the foreign student of British political 
Mrig anc?Uie institutions. One reads in the textbooks on English government 
crown. that the|hrgvaL-has e^ensive powers, that it is the fou ntai n jof 
justice and the chief executive of the reaEvtliat it appoints all 
civil officers, commands the army and navy, makes treaties, pardons 
criminals, summons and dissolves parliament and does all manner 
of great things^which is quite true, inasmuch as the crown is the 
agency through which all these things are done. But in the very 
same pages one also reads that the king has long ceased to be a 
j Wireeting factor in government, that he cau,.pei:£(um^vixlua 
ofi icial act on his own aut horito. that 5eJs in meby a STOibol of the 
nationts^ unity— aU _q£ ^ j likewise tr ue.^ These statements 

appear to be widely at variance, but they are easy to reconcile when 
it is pointed out that the powers which appertain to the crown are 
not exercised by the king of Kis own volition but at the behest of 
those who express the will of the people. 
and^lctuaK Fifty years ago that brilliant writer on English government, Walter 
powers. Bagehot, contributed a good deal to the mystification of foreign 
students when he asserted in a series of machine-gun phrases that 
"without consulting parliament” Queen Victoria could disband tiie 
British army, sell oS the navy, begin a war, give away British terri- 
tory, make every British subject a peer, dismiss the officers of 
government, pardon every criminal in the realm, and do all manner 
of astoundingly despotic things.^ According to the letter of the 
constitution Bagehot was correct. The queen had a " const itu- 

^ The English Constitution,. Introductioa to the second edition (London, 1S72), 
p. XXXV in. 
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tionaF^ right to do all of these things, but as a matter of actuality 
she could not have done a single one of them without abdicating 
the next morning. If one is speaking of the facts, and not of legal 
fictions, the way to express it accurately is to say ^^ ^t , the c r own, 
on the a d^ce of the ministry, m a y do these various things provided 
the^mimstry has the confidence of th e House of Co mmons w hich 
represeStsTEe"‘'wil! of the people. In other words the wiU oT the 
nation is''TupiemeTn“^^ as in every other country which 
maintains a democratic system of government. Whether this na- 
tional will is made effective through ministers acting in the name 
of the crown as in England, or through ministers acting in the name 
of the state as in France, does not make a vast amount of difference. 
■The essential thing is that official action is controlled by the consent 
' Of the governed. 

During the past ten centuries England has had forty-nine mon- 
archs, so that the average reign has been about twenty years. Of 
these rulers all except four have been men. The longest reign was 
that of Queen Victoria, sixty-four years, while the shortest was that 
of Edward V, a few months in 1483. For only eleven years in all 
her history has England been without a titular monarch, namely, 
during the interlude of the Puritan Revolution. 

The British crown is an hereditary institution which parliament 
regulates by rules of succession. The existing rules of succession 
were established by it in 1701. Briefly they provide that the crown 
shall descend in perpetuity through the heirs of the Princess Sophia 
of Hanover, who was a granddaughter of King James I. Hence the 
present royal family was commonly designated, until 1914, as the 
House of Saxe-Coburg. Then, in the flood tide of anti-Teutonic 
feeling, it was changed to the House of Windsor. Stipulation is 
made in the rules of succession that only Protestants are eligible. 
Until 1910 each monarch, at his or her coronation, was required to 
take an oath abjuring the doctrines of the Roman Catholic church; 
but this has now been replaced by a declaration that the monarch 
is faithful Protestant, all reference to any other religious 
affiliation being omitted. The title borne by the British monarch 
at the present time is as follows: George, by the Grace of God, of 
Great Britain, Ireland, and the British Dominions beyond the Seas, 
King; Emperor of India, Defender of the Faith. 

By usage the crown descends according to the principle of primo- 
geniture, that is to say, elder sons are preferred to younger. 
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Female heirs do not succeed to the throne unless male heirs are 
lacking.! default of all heirs, male or female, parliament would 
have to provide for a new dynasty by amending the rule,s of suc- 
cession, The eldest surviving son of a reigning monarch bears the 
title Prince of Wales, but this does not imply any governmenta! 
connection with Wales, nor does it endow him with any political 
authority over that portion of Great Britain. 

The accession of a new king is customarily followed by a corona- 
tion; but this ceremony has no legal significance. ^ It adds nothing 
to the authority vested in the crown. If the succession passes to a 
prince or princess who is under eighteen years of age a regency 
must be established by action of parliament, but there are no fi.\;ed 
rules relating to the choice of a regent. Each ease is dealt with as 
it arises. Ordinarily some adult relative of the young king or queen 
is named. The .same coiu^e would be taken in case a ruling monarch 
becomes physically or mentally incapacitated. There has been no 
occasion for the establishment of a regency in Britain during the 
past hundred years. 

In connection with the matter of establishing a regencj'-, however, 
an interesting constitutional problem arises. To establish a regency 
requires an act of parliament, and an act of parliament requires the 
royal assent. But if the king is incapable of performing the functions 
of the crown, how can this assent be obtained? This problem arose 
many yearn ago and was solved in a way which shows how far the 
powers of parliament can be extended. For parliament quickly 
unravelled the problem by authorizing the appointment of a special 
commission with the sole function of giving the crown’s assent to 
the regency act. 

The British king is now supported by the national treasury, but 

^ There is, of course, an important legal distinction between a queen who succeeds 
to the crown in her own right, and a queen who gains her title by being the wife 
of a king. The former exercises the prerogatives of the crown; the latter does not. 
The husband of a queen who reigns in her own right does not bear the title king. 
Queen Victoria’s husband was given the title Prince Consort. 

2 The chair or throne used at the coronation of every British monarch since the 
time of Edward I (1272“1307) is a homely affair with a large stone encased beneath 
the seat. The tradition.is, and many Englishmen believe it, that this is the identical 
stone on which the patriarch Jacob pillowed his head at Bethel. According to the 
legend the stone was carried into Egypt by the sons of Jacob, taken thence to 
Spain and later to Ireland where it was placed upon Tara Hill Finally it was 
brought across to Scotland and depoMted in the Abbey of Scone whence Edward I 
took it to England in 1297. Geologists who have examined the stone assert, however, 
that it is a piece of Scottish sandstone and could not have come out of any geological 
formation found in PalestinC 
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it was not always so. In the early stages of the English monarchy 
it was the understanding that ^^the king should live of his own^^ — in 
other words pay his own way. The Norman and Plantagenet kings 
were great feudal landowners and derived large revenues from their 
estates. Out of this income they were expected to defray all their 
personal expenses, including the maintenance of the royal courts. 
They were even expected to provide for the ordinary expenses of 
the nation. Everything in the way of a national le-vy was frowned 
upon in early days unless there was some special occasion for it, 
such as a war; and even then there was a good deal of grumbling. 
But as the national expenditures grew larger it became the custom 
to call upon parliament for special grants. These grants, of course, 
gradually became bigger and more frequent. 

Until 1689, however, no distinction was made between funds 
granted for the monarches personal use and those appropriated for 
public purposes. Then began the practice of making such a separa- 
tion which gradually became clear and complete. So parliament 
now fixes, at the accession of each new king, an annual sum to be 
paid from the national treasury for the support of the ruling mon- 
arch and the immediate members of the royal family.^ This grant 
is known as the Civil List; it is made partly for specific purposes 
and partly in a lump sum which the monarch can spend as he 
pleases. At present it amounts to £470,000, or more than two 
million dollars per annum. 

Originally the powers of the crown were deemed to be ^^preroga- 
tives’’ which inhered in the person of the monarch. They had not 
been conferred upon him by action of parliament or of any other 
body. Some of the crown’s authority at the present day represents 
a survival of this prerogative, but most of it has been accumulated 
by usage or conferred by positive action of parliament. Parliament 
has bestowed powers on the crown from time to time; it has also 
taken others away. A few prerogatives of the crown have been lost 
by long disuse. In a word, therefore, the powers of the crown 

^ This does not mean, however, that the monarch has no personal income. On 
the contrary the British king, as an individual, has a very large income apart 
from the annual sum paid to him by parliament — how large is known only to 
himself, for he is under no obligation to disclose it to anybody. As Duke of Lan- 
caster, moreover, the king still enjoys the revenues of that ancient duchy. These 
revenues have never been surrendered to parliament and are in addition to the al- 
lowances granted in the Civil List. The Prince of Wales, as eldest son of the mon- 
arch, is Duke of Cornwall, and receives for his own use the revenues of the Duchy 
of Com’walk These revenues are now so large that t3ke Civil List contains no sep- 
arate provision for the Prince of Wales. 


The finan- 
cial support 
of the 
crown. 


The earlier 
practice. 


The Civil 
List. 


Powers of 
the crown — 
their origin. 


44 


GREAT BRITAIN 


The royal 
preroga- 
tives. 


Separation 
of powers 
according to 
Montes- 
quieu. 


His error. • 





are merely those which parliament permits it to have and to 
hold. 

Some writers on the.British constitution hme drawn a distinction 
between the prerogatives of the crown^ and the powers of the crown, 
but the difference is of no practical importance because there is no 
authority vested in the crown, howsoever derived, which parliaineiit 
cannot take away if it chooses. So whether a certain function of 
the crown harks back to the days of royal absolutism, or has 
evolved in the process of constitutional development, is a matter of 
purely antiquarian interest. fThe all-important fact is that tlie 
crown, in all that it does, serves as the executive agent of the British 
people and is under the control of parliament, f 

More than a hundred and fifty years ago, when ]\Iontosquieu 
enunciated his doctrine of division of powers, he coneei\’ed himself 
to be setting forth a principle which was exemplified in the govern- 
ment of Great Britain. The extinction of free government in France 
he believed to be a logical outcome of the fact that all go\''ernmenlaI 
authority — legislative, executive, and judicial — was concentrated 
in the same hand. The Bourbon kings of France promulgated 
decrees with the force of law, carried these decrees into o|X^ra- 
tion, and assumed the right to condemn offenders. This fusion 
of powers seemed fatal to the growth of free institutions, lienee 
Montesquieu admired the success of Britain in keeping them 
separate. 

But he was wrong. He was misled by superficial appearances. 
The making of the laws seemed to be vested in parliament alone, 
while the execution of the laws appeared to be an independent 
function of the crown, thus establishing a clean-cut separation. The 
truth is that both the making and the execution of the laws were 
under the control of parliament even in Montesquieu's time, ,Tho 
authority of the crown in England is a delegated authority — dele- 
gated by parhament to a body of agents known as ministers, whose 
decisions are announced in the name of the crown, j The British 
constitution has never recognized the principle of separation of 
powers save in one respect, namely, in the exceptional tenure wliicli 
is given to the judges, who can only be removed on an address 
presented to the crown by both Houses of Parliament. The idea 
that the executive and legislative branches of the government 
should be a check and balance to one another is an Americanism 
and has never gained any hold in Europe. 
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But the croTO is not only the chief executive in the British The crown 
scheme of government. It is an integral part of the national legis- paSiament 
lature as well Or, as the official designation goes, it is one of the 
^‘estates of the realm.^^ Its assent is required in the making of laws. 

Tiie crown is likewise the fountain of justice and the dispenser of 
pardons. Thus it forms a part of the executive, legislative, and 
judicial mechanism, ' 

All this crops out in the nomenclature of British administration. Thi^sisnius- 
Arrests are made in His Majesty’s name. Criminal cases are listed tS^nomL- 
in the courts as Rex versus So-and-So. In his public utterances the 
king speaks of ^^my government,” “my ministers,” “my ambassa- 
dors,” and “my people.” Britishers call themselves subjects of the 
king — not citizens of Great Britain. These expressions, however, 
are merely the survivals of ancient usage; they do not point to the 
exercise of any personal authority on His Majesty’s part. The 
substance of power has departed, leaving only the shadows behind. 
lYet the persistence of this fiction of royal supremacy is not without 
value. In the public imagination it has a unifying, dignifying, and 
stabilizing influence. Englishmen agree that it exerts a psychological 
influence in moderating the bitterness of partisan feej ingTl For, after 
alb it is His Majesty’s government, thnikrulin^^^^^ — not a 

Conservative government, or a Liberal government, or a Labor 
government. And it is His Majesty’s opposition that sits on the 
other side of the House. It is allegiance to His Majesty that binds 
all British subjects together. It is His Majesty who forms the focus 
of all British national power and pride. Phrases and symbols have 
a more subtle and far-reaching influence on government than we 
sometimes suspect. 

Down to the close of Charles I’s unhappy reign, it was contended The crown’s 
by the monarchists that the king had inherent legislative power, FaUon^ 
that he possessed the right to issue decrees without the concurrence 
of parliament. These enactments were known as ordinances. But 
the right to issue ordinances has long since been lost. Orders-in- 
council are still issued by the crown, but such orders do not, for the 
most part, have any legal force unless authorized by some act of 
parliament. 

So it is with the enactment of statutes. Ostensibly they are the 
handiwork of the king in parliament. This is indicated by the 
wording of the preamble which is affixed to every act of parliament, 
to wit, that the statute is enacted “by the King’s most Excellent 
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Majesty^ by and with the advice and consent of the Lords Spiritiia} 
md Temporal, and Commons, in this present parliament assembled, 
and by the authority of the same.''^ No act of parliament, moreovoT, 
can go into force without the assent of the crown. But this assent 
is never denied: it is always given as a matter of course. 

” The crown takes the initiative in summoning parliament, sulTjeet 
to the requirement that the summons must be given at least once e 
■year. There is no law which requires parliament to be Ijroiiglit to- 
'"gether once.a year, but if it were not so summoned certain annual 
acts would expire. This would leave the nation without army regii- 
dations,' without revenue from- the, income tax, without appropria- 
tions to carry on the government, and otherwise in a predieanient. 
The crown also prorogues parliament at the end of eaeli session, 
and dissolves it when the Mme comes for a general election. Y\’lj.eii 
a' "new parliament meets it is usually greeted b^- the monar^di in 
a speech from the throne,.,.,. 

But the king as an individual has no discretion in the perfoniir. 
ance of these functions. The ministers determine when parliament 
shall be called together, when it shall be prorogued, and when dk 
solved. Even the speech from the throne is written by the prime 
minister and put into the monarches hands to be read. It expresses 
the views and opinions of the cabinet, not those of the king. Hav- 
ing delivered his speech- from the throne the king witlidraws, anti 
does not again appear in parliament during the rest of its session. In 
the early stages of parliamentary development the kings of England 
actually presided at the sessions, but for more than two hundred 
years no monarch has attended a meeting of parliament , even as a 
spectator, except on the opening and closing days, and not aiwa3’'S 
even then. 

When metres have been passed by parliament they are laid 
before the king for his assent. This royal assent may be giwii by 
him in person or he may authorize certain commissioners, mem- 
bers of the House of Lords, to “declare and notify his royal assent 
for him. That is what he does nowadays. The assent is not given 
by signing the measures as is done by the President of the United 
States. The practice is for an official known as the clerk of the 
crown to read out the titles of the bills which have been passed, 

^ When a statute is enacted by the House of Commons alone, under authority 
of the Parliament Act of 19U, the reference to the advice and consent- of the 
“Lords Spiritual and TemporaT* is, oiag^itted. 
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whereupon another officialj known as the clerk of the parliaments, 
solemnly^ pronounces a phrase in the old French of Plantagenet 
days, while the lords commissioners look on in silence. 

Ordinary public bills are assented to with the words ^^Le Roy 

veult.” Appropriation bills receive the benediction ^^Le Roy re- 
i..^ercie ses bon sujets, accepte leur benevolence, et ainsi le veuit.^^ 
FMvate bills are assented to with the declaration Soit fait cornme 
il est desire/' In the old days, when the king decided to withhold 
his assent from a bill, he merely promised (like a modern politi- 
cian) that ^*Le Roy s’avisera"; but not for more than two hun- 
dred years has any English monarch or clerk of the parliaments 
greeted a measure with these procrastinating words. 

From time to time an ofBcial known as the clerk of the crown 
makes a list of the bills which have passed both Houses. This list 
gives the title of each bill only. Then the king issues a document, 
bearing the royal sign manual and the great seal of the realm, 
which authorizes a commission of five persons to go through the 
fonn of assenting to these bills on His Majesty's behalf. Tfese 
wxiimissioners are almost always peers, and The lord chancellor s^,.; 
one of them. 

In due course these five peers put on scarlet robes, trimmed with 
ermine, and seat themselves on a bench immediately beneath the 
gilded throne in the House of Lords, — the lord chancellor in the 
center and his four colleagues flanking him, two on either side. 
When all is in readiness the lord chancellor announces that ^^His 
Majesty has been pleased to issue a commission to several lords 
therein named for declaring his royal assent to several acts agreed 
upon by both Houses of Parliament." Thereupon the resplendent 
officid messenger of the House of Lords, known as the Gentleman 
Usher of the Black Rod, struts out of the red chamber and across 
the corridor to the House of Commons, where he knocks on the 
door, and, being admitted to the House, announces that the lords 
commissioners desire the attendance of the Commons in the other 
chamber. 

With the Speaker and the sergeant-at-arms leading the way, the 
''faithful commoners" (usually only a few of them) troop across to 
’ the House of Lords and line up in the rear part of the chamber, 
where they remain standing. The speaker bows gravely to the 
lords commissioners on their bench, whereupon the latter all raise 
their cocked hats. The clerk of the Lords then reads the royal 
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letters-patent appointing the commissioners. Each commissioner 
doffs his hat once more at the mention of his name and title. When 
the reading of the document is finished, the clerk of tiic crown and 
the clerk of the parliaments take their places on either side of the 
table. The former reads the title of each bill and the latter pro- 
nounces after each the Norman-French formula, as has been 
explained. “School Teachers’ Superannuation Act ” sa.ys one clf'rk ; 
“Le Roy le veult,” gravely replies the other, as he bow.s low 
to the lords commissioners. “Manchester Gasworks Extension 
Act,” recites the first clerk; “Soit fait comma il ost desire” is the 
reply in this instance — the measure being a private bill. 

So the ro3’'al assent is now a picturesque formality- and nothing 
more. The king does not even read the measures.^ Why shftuk! he? 
He assumes no responsibility for them. It is enough that the,v have 
been passed by both Houses of Parliament. The^- woiikl not Inu'e 
been so passed if the king’s ministers had opposed them. So it is 
the ministers who have the responsibility. It is thej' who form tlie 
target if anj’-one has criticism to offer. 

What would happen if some headstrong king should decline, 
against the advice of his ministers, to give the rot'a! assent to a 
bill passed by parliament? That is not a hard question to answer. 
In such a highly improbable contingency the ministrj’- would at 
once resign. It could not continue in office with a king refusing (o 
give it his confidence. Then the king, presumabl\>-, would summon 
a new prime minister and ask him to form a cabinet. But the 
House of Commons would refuse to support the new prime min- 
ister, otherwise it would be taking the king’s side against it.'ifdf.’ 
So there would be nothing to do but to dissolve the Houst' and 
leave the issue to the people. That would be a dangerous .step for 
any king to take, because an adverse decision at the polls woukl 
inevitably suggest his abdication. 

There is not much likelihood that anj' British king will ever 
press the issue to such a perilous point. On no occasion, during 
the past hundred years, has a monarch ever even hesitated in tlu' 
matter of giving the royal assent to bills passed by parliamiait. 
So the royal veto is obsolete and one can safely predict that, it 
will never be revived. The statement is sometimes made, by way 

'Georgo III, for a time, tried to do it but found the task too great. It. is the 
prime minister's duty to inform the king concerning the general pun.mrt of all 
important legislative proposals that are pending in parliament; in this way the 
monarch is enabled to keep himself sufficiently posted without reading tin* measures. 
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of giving a realistic touch to the situation, that “if parliament 
were to send the king his own death warrant, he would be under 
the necessity of giving his assent to it.” But parliament has long 
since ceased to enact death warrants, or bills of attainder, either 
for the king or for anyone else. 

Back in the days of Charles II, one of his courtiers after an 
evening of revelry wrote on the door of the royal bedchamber this 
littleepitaph: 

Here lives a great and mighty King, 

Whose promise none relies on, 

Who never said a foolish thing, 

Nor ever did a wise one. 

To which Charles replied that it was aU very true inasmuch as his 
sayings were his own whereas his acts were the acts of his min- 
isters. In the making of laws the king is a participant, but his 
participation can be neither wise nor foolish, and he assumes no 
responsibility for it. 

. Now although the king has lost all formal authority in relation 
to the making of laws he is by no means without influence in this 
field of government. As a matter of courtesy, fortified by usage, 
he is always kept informed concerning the measures which his 
ministers propose to lay before parliament. It is not customary to 
bother the king with matters of routine or detail, but when impor- 
tant measures are being considered by the cabinent it is the duty of 
the prime minister to ascertain the monarch’s opinion, if he has 
any. The royal opinion may be given much or little weight, de- 
pending upon the grounds for it, but the will of the ministers must 
prevail if they insist upon it. A great deal depends, of course, upon 
the ability and personal force of the monarch. Something also 
hinges upon the relations between him and his prime m inis ter, 
These may be intimate and cordial, or they may be of a reserved 
and strictly official character. 

Queen Victoria, for example, was on very friendly terms with 
Disraeli, who consulted her on all the high spots of governmental 
policy; but she disliked Gladstone, partly because he bothered her 
with details and often blurted out untactful things. Disraeli was 
once asked the secret of his ability to get along so amicably with 
his headstrong sovereign. “I never deny,” he said, “I never 
contradict, — and I sometimes forget.” Victoria herself is said to 
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have explained her favoritism by remarking that '' Disraeli treats 
me like a woman^ while Gladstone talks to me as thongfa I were a 
public meeting.” Her son, Edward VII, was a man of the world, 
a good politician, and a better diplomat. If he ever had a difference 
of opinion with his ministers he kept it to himself. Her grandson, 
George V, has managed to maintain cordial relations with prime 
ministers of such widely varying types as Baldwin, Lloyd George, 
and Ramsay MacDonald, and has been freely consulted by tlieiii 
all. To what extent his personal opinions have been git'cn weight 
by these ministers there is no way of ascertaining. Interchanges of 
opinion between the king and his mmisters are in the highest degree 



confidential on both sidesd 

The crown is not only a participant in lawmaking but the titular 
chief executive as well. All executive authority, of whatever char- 
acter, is exercised in its name. It is the function of the crown, for 
example, to see that the laws are observed and enforced. To this 
end all the higher executive and administrative officers of the realm 
(with a few exceptions of slight importance) are commissioned in 
its name,^ With some exceptions, also, the crown has the right to 
suspend or dismiss these officials. Thus it controls the entire |)er- 
sonnel of civil administration. Similarly it is commander-in-chief 
of the army, the navy, and the air force — as is the chief e,js:eeutive 
in all other countries, including the United States. War cSn"l)e 
declared and peace concluded by the British crown without con- 
sulting parliament. But the money needed for carrying on a wblt 
can only be had hj parliamentary action. 

The crown conducts the foreign relations of Great Britain, 
sending instructions to "the ambassadors and ministers of His 
Britannic Majesty” as they are called. The crown is also the treaty- 
making authority, and all international agreements are made in 
its name. Treaties can be drawn, ratified, and put into operation 
without parliamentary concurrence, provided, of course, that they 
do not stipulate for the cession of territory, or the payment of 
money, or for some other action which onl^^ parliament can author- 
ize. It will be observed, therefore, that the British crown possesses 
all the executive powers that are vested in the President of the 

^ The extent of monarchical influence upon governmental policy is discussed at 
length in J. A. Farrer, The Monarchy in Politics (New York, 1917). 

^ This does not mean, of course, that the commission of every civil, military, 
and naval officer is actually signed by the king. Much less does it mean that the 
appointees are selected by him. 
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^ In 1839 Sir Robert Peel was asked by Queen Victoria to form a ministry. 
Before doing so he requested an assurance that certain high-titled ladies in the 
queen’s household (known as the Ladies of the Bedchamber) should be replaced 
by others who were in sympathy with Peel’s party. The queen declined to agree 
and Peel thereupon refused to accept the post of prime minister. Somewhat later 
the queen mollified her objections, whereupon a compromise was arranged and 
Feed took office. 

2 Particularly in the reign of Queen Anne when Sarah, Duchess of Marlborough, 
used her position as Mistress of the Robes to influence the queen’s attitude and 
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United States, and more besideKS. Sir Sidney Low has remarked that 
the British crown is merely “a convenient working hypothesis/’ 
but it would seem to be a good deal more than that. A government 
cannot be conducted by hypothesis. The crown governs England 
with the approval of the House of Commons. 

Now this is merely a figurative way of saying that the prime 
minister and his cabinet govern the country. It is they who direct 
every exercise of the royal prerogative. The prime minister of 
Great Britain is the real chief executive, working under cover of 
an ancient mask. He and the other ministers see that the laws 
are carried into effect. They spend the^ money that parliament 
appropriates. They decide who shall be appointed to office. They 
direct British foreign policy and make treaties. They even decide 
issues of war and peace. When Great Britain declared war against 
Germany in 1914 it was the ministers, acting in the name of the 
crown, who threw the British empire into the great conflict. But 
no cabinet ^ juld ever take so momentous a step unless it felt 
certain that parliament would approve its action. 

The ministers, therefore, and not the king, are the custodians 
of the powers of the crown. The completeness of this control is 
shown by the fact that it extends (with a few exceptions) even to 
the selection of the king’s personal staff. The king’s private secre- 
tary is his own choice and does not change with the advent of a 
new ministry. He is a very useful channel of communication be- 
tween the king and the cabinet on confidential matters. Butftlie 
other high officers of the royal household are in most cases ap- 
pointed with the approval of the cabinet and change when the minis- 
try changes.'. This might seem to be carrying the ministry’s guard- 
ianship to an absurdity and Queen Victoria once raised a fuss 
about it.^ But it is a wise custom because various episodes in 
English history point to the desirability of making sure that those 
who are in immediate attendance on the king or queen shall not be 
hostile to the ministry in power.^ 
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So, when parliament confers authority on the crown it does no 
more than delegate power to one of its own committees, for the 
cabinet is the great standing committee of the Lords and Commons. 
It is customary for parliament to provide from time to time that 
various things may be done by order-in-couneil, that is, by the 
privy council in the name of the crown. This is merely a round- 
about way of giving power to the ministers. To the king as an 
individual parliament never grants any authority by statute. 
To do so would be out of keeping with the whole spirit of the 
British constitution. 

It is often said that the king is “the fountain of justice and 
honor.” En g lishmen are fond of this expression, but it is entirely 
figurative, a survival from the old, far-off, forgotten days ^Yhen 
the king actually intervened to set aside the decisions of the courts 
and when the king’s conscience spoke the last word in judicial 
administration. To-day neither the king nor the crown is a foun- 
tain of justice save in one respect, namely, in the case of those 
issues which come before the judicial committee of the privy coun- 
cil. There, as will be seen later, the crown still functions as a 
court of last resort.^ But the crown cannot of itself establish any 
new court, or change the jurisdiction or procedure of any existing 
court, or alter the number of the judges, or the mode of their ap- 
pointment, or the tenure of then* office. It is true that the judges 
of the regular courts are appointed by the crown, but it has no 
control over their actions during good behavior. It is also true 
that the crown has the prerogative of pardon, but this is not a 
judicial power; it is of the nature of an executive interference 
with the penalties that follow conviction. 

The expression “fountain of honor” also goes back to the time 
when the monarch, at his own discretion, had the right to create 
new peers, to bestow baronetcies, knighthoods and other honors, 
and even to grant pensions. Henry VIII confiscated most of the 
estates held by the monasteries and with these lands endowed 
many new families. The Stuart kings made peers of their personal 
favorites. But the. king’s personal preference no longer controls 
the making of peers. All public honors are still bestowed by His 
Majesty, but on the advice of his ministers. On appropriate oc- 

actions on various political questions. To such a degree was this influence exerted 
that the then-current aphorism, “Anne reigns but Sarah governs,” had a good 
deal of truth in it. 

^ See, chap. xv. 
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casions each year a list of peerages and other honors is announced. 

This list has been prepared by the prime minister, and it may con- 
tain the names of persons who are utterly unknown to the king. 

It may even include the names of some who are personally ob- 
noxious to him. There is at times a truly Pickwickian ring to the 
official announcement that “His Majesty has been graciously 
pleased ” to confer a peerage upon some hardened old sinner. The 
prime minister, however, is mindful of the king’s sensibilities in 
making up the list. As a matter of courtesy he may add a name or 
strike off a name at the monarch’s request. But such action must 
in all cases be governed by the fact that the prime minister, not 
the king, is responsible to parliament for inclusions or exclusions. 

If the list of honors is open to criticism, it is he, and not His 
Majesty, who must bear the brunt of it. 1 
Since the Act of Supremacy was passed, about four hundred The crown 
pars ago, the headship of the Church of England has been vested 
in the crown. The crown, accordingly, appoints the archbishops, 
bishops, and other ecclesiastical dignitaries. In its advice con- 
cerning these ecclesiastical selections, however, the cabinet usually 
gives deference to usage in promoting clergymen from lower ap- 
pointments to higher, but there is no obligation to do this. The 
advisers of the crown have a free hand in the matter. Prior to 
1919 parliament was the legislative organ of the Established 
Church, but in that year it enacted the Church of England As- 
sembly (Powers) Act which enables the national assembly of the 
Church of England, not a statutory body, to pass measures which, 
under certain limitations, can be presented for the royal assent if 
a resolution to that effect is passed by both Houses of Parliament. 

Such measures may relate to any matter concerning the Church 
of England and may actually repeal an act of parliament. This 
represents a very remarkable development in English lawmaking, 
a step in the direction of legislative devolution. jThe crown, 
as head of the Established Church, is also vested with final 
authority in certain matters of ecclesiastical discipline; but it 
has been provided by statute that such controversies shall be 
heard and determined by the judicial committee of the privy 
council. ( 

^ On rare occasions the monarch has offered a peerage to someone without con- 
sulting his ministers— as in the ease of The Rt. Hon. Herbert H. Asquith who 
became Earl of Oxford and Asquith. But these have been cases where, because of 
the circumstances, min isterial approval could be taken for granted. 
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English history abounds in paradoxes, and not least striking 

„:among thefn is the paradox that the crown grows stronger as 
democracy spreads. The powers of the king have clwmdlecl t/O 
insignificance; but the strength of the civwn has become steadily 
greater during the past hundred years. Now the question iiatiirally 
arises: If the authority of the crown is no longer exercised by the 
king, why retain the kingship at all? Why not let the prime min- 
ister assume in name, as in fact, the executive headship^of the 
nation? What good purpose is served by continuing to use fictions 
and figures of speech which have long since ceased to square with 
the realities? Why keep the ministry at work behind a mask? 
Would it not be better to abolish the institution of royalt}" and 
save the half million pounds per annum that it costs the taxpayers 
of Great Britain? 

/, A satisfactory answer to this question would be neither short 
nor simple. Nor would it carry much conviction to the niinds of 
those who do not understand the traditional conservatism of the 
British temperament or the actual workings of parliamentary 
government under the party system. Motives of sentiment natu- 
rally count for a good deal with Englishmen. No country is dis- 
posed to throw overboard, without considerable provocation, an 
institution that it has maintained for over a thousand years. 
“Governments long-established should not be changed for light 
or transient reasons,^^ to use Jeffersoifis words. But sentiment is 
not the only thing that keeps monarchy in the saddle. There are 
practical considerations as fell. 

)■ The first, and doubtless |the strongest practical reason for the 
continuance of the kingship is the fact that if it were abolished 
something would have to be put into its place. It would be nec- 
essary to appoint, or to elect, or in some other way to secure a 
titular head of the nation, The prime minister is not the titular 
chief executive in any country. It is impossible to conceive of a 
stable parliamentary government without there being at its head 
someone whose tenure of oflB.ee is beyond the fickleness of a parlia- 
ment or a congress. This tenure must be long enough to assure 
stability— be it four years as in America, seven as in Prance, or 
for life as in Britain. If the monarchy were abolished and a republic 
set up, it would be necessary to provide for a Lord Protector, or a 
President, or some other functionary chosen either by parliament 
as in Prance, or by the people as in America, 
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The question would then arise: What powers should this elective An Amer- 
titular executive possess? If he were given a large measure of Sich ^ 
independent authority, as in the United States, it would necessarily 
be at the expense of powers now possessed by the cabinet and 
through it by parliament. In other words there would be an end to 
the supremacy of the House of Commons. If, on the other hand, 
the new chief executive were given no substantial power, or as 
little as is possessed by the President of the French Republic, he 
would be only perpetuating the kingship under a new name. And 
there would be the constant danger that this elective head of the 
state, although endowed with no real power, would strive by devi- 
ous means to obtain it. He would be under constant temptation 
to do what President Millerand did in France some years ago — 
with similar results.^ When the titular chief executive has no real 
power there is a good deal to be said for keeping the post hereditary. 

Englishmen have grown accustomed to the direct and continuous Neither 
control of the House of Commons over the executive branch of the 
government. They have never looked with favor on the doctrine 
that one branch should serve as a check upon the other. There is 
no likelihood that they would consent to the establishment of an 
independent presidential executive on the American model. The 
only altei’native is an executive like the French president who 
neither reigns nor governs. That, to the mind of the average 
Englishman, would be no improvement upon what he already 
has. 

The English king has parted with his powers, or “holds them Tangible 
in abeyance” as some prefer to say, but this does not mean that wfiorthe 
he performs no useful service. The whole executive authoritv “O'jaroh 
returns temporarily to his hands whenever a cabinet resigns. 

During the brief interval between the resignation of one prime 
minister and the installation of another, the king is the sole deposi- 
tary of executive power. He is the one personage in the realm' 
who stands aloof from partisan strife and can be depended on to; 
act impartially. He is the umpire who sees that the great game of 
polities is played according to the rules. There are times, more- Some exam- 
over, when a wise king can assume, in the public interest, the r 61 e 
of peacemaker between warring political factions whose hostility 
is working injury to the country as a whole. There can be no doubt 
that the influence of George V was helpfully directed towards the 
^ See chap, xxi, 


GREAT BRITAIN 


A symbol 

imperial 

unity. 


The link 
empire. 


56 

settlement' of, 'the Irish, question! In , diplomacy^ too, the king 
may at times render a signal service to the nation. Edward I'll 
gave a notable illustration of this. When lie came to the throne, 
his country was without a friend in Europe. It was his desire to 
establish an entente with France, a desire which had the cordial 
support of his ministers. Within a few years, by a combination of 
persistence and tact, he managed to acliieve his aim. His success 
probably altered the history of the world, for Europe would be 
differently constituted to-day if England and France had been at 
swords^ points in 1914 as they were in 1901. 

■ Finally, the king supplies the vital element of personality 
and picturesqueness in government. The average man does not 
easily get hold of abstractions. Sovereignty, ministerial respon- 
sibility, powers of the crown, and such things mean little to liiiii. 
But anyone can visualize a king on the throne. This is particu- 
larly important in a far-flung empire which includes white, black, 
brown, red, and yellow men on five continents. Tell a Dyak in 
Borneo, a Sikh in India, or a ^^big, black, bounding beggar in the 
Soudan that he must give allegiance to the concept of imperial unity 
and he will get as far with the idea as he would with Einstein's 
proof of the finitude of space. But when you talk to him of a king 
who wears a crown, sits on a golden throne, and asks the allegiance 
of four hundred million people, he is more likely to get the picture. 

Moreover the king supplies the one tangible link which holds 
together all the members of the British commonwealth of nations, 
including Great Britain, Ireland, India, Canada, Australia, South 
Africa, and the other dominions. To these dominions the legislation 
of the British parliament does not ordinarily extend. Thc}^ have 
their own parliaments, their own cabinets, even their own flags. 
The one great bond among them all is the allegiance to the king, 
and in this sense the monarchy is the outstanding symbol of im- 
perial unity. Hence any change in the character of the chief ex- 
ecutive would risk a snapping of the strongest tie which now holds 
a loose-jointed British commonwealth of nations together. For it 
is hard to believe that Canada, Australia, and the rest would 
willingly transfer their homage from their own hereditary king 
to a President of the British Republic elected by Englishmen, 
Scotchmen, and Welshmen alone. 

^See the documents printed im E. M. Sait and D. P. Barrows, Brituh PoUtics 
in Transition (Yonkers, N. Y*, 1925), chap. i. 
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In every country, no matter how democratic it may claim to be, The king as 
there are bound to be ranks and gradations of society. These 
gradations may be based upon birth and lineage, or upon length of 
residence in the country, or upon wealth, or upon political prom- 
inence. In Great Britain, for many centuries, social status has 
rested very largely upon birth and lineage. This being the case, 
it is natural that the headship of British society should belong to 
the monarch. The king, the queen, and the members of the royal 
family are in a position, if they choose, to set the social standards 
of the nation. Whether they have performed this function better 
or worse than it would have been performed by a social leadership 
based upon wealth or upon popular election is a question upon 
which outsiders may disagree, but on which most Englishmen do 
not. Social leaders will arise under any form of government, and 
they will exercise a dominant influence not only upon the manners 
and tastes of the people but upon morals, art, literature, education, 
and benevolence. A royal court, when it is minded to set a good 
example, can do it in a very effective way. It can do much for the 
elevation of the public morality and for the improvement of the 
social amenities, for the advancement of learning, and for the en- 
hancement of the national pride. 

If the institution of royalty were standing in the way of political Nothing 
liberalism it would be another matter; but the abolition of the gained ^ 
kingship would not make England any more democratic than she 
is to-day, because the people already control to the fullest possible SSng 
extent all branches of their government. On the other hand the arch“°“' 
abolition of the monarchy would necessitate considerable changes 
in various branches of life not directly connected with politics. 

It would leave the Church of England without a titular head; it 
would compel a recasting of the social structure; it would sever 
the strongest formal tie that binds the dominions to the mother 
country; it would substitute an abstraction for a visible symbol 
as the basis of British allegiance. The saving in expenditure would 
5' ' 1^® inconsequential, for the cost of maintaining the kingship is 

only one-fifteenth of one per cent of the total British budget. 

The arguments for abolishing the British monarchy are like The brake of 
those put forth in favor of reformed spelhng and the metric system; 
they would carry more weight if people were not accustomed to 
what they have. Englishmen, like all other people, and perhaps 
to an even greater extent, prefer what they are accustomed to— 
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whether it be in diet, recreation, or political institutions. With a 
clean slate to work upon it is improbable that the British people 
would set up, in the twentieth centuiy, an hereditar}^ monarchy, 
a House of Lords, and an Established Church. But would the 
people of the United States now create an electoral college as part 
of the machinery for electing a president, or give all the states 
equal representation in the Senate, or let every state make its own 
divorce laws. Both countries are disposed to let well enough alone. 
There are enough urgent problems without turning attention to 
the endurable anachronisms. 

Popularity The popularity of the kingship among all ranks of the British 
people has often been commented upon by outsiders. It is as great 

ship. to-day as it ever was, perhaps greater. A century ago it was at low 
ebb, hut it made a notable advance during the long reign of Queen 
Victoria (1837-1901). There have been proposals to abolish the 
House of Lords, to reform the cabinet, and even to curb tlie power 
of the House of Commons; but from no source worthy of considera- 
tion has there emanated any proposal to abolish the monarcliy. 
Six or seven decades ago there was a republican group in England 
and it seemed to be gaining ground. To-day it has virtually dis- 
appeared, except for the Communists. Even the leaders of the 
Labor party, although some of them profess to be '^repul>!icans 
in principle, are agreed that the monarchy must be retained, 
essentially in its present form, because there seem to be insupi:‘ral)le 
difficulties in providing for an elective headship.^ The masses of 
the people have come to realize that the monarchy, seated above 
the turmoil of personal and partisan strife, neutral in polities, and 
with no ambitions to gratify, lending dignity to government l.)Ut 
not standing athwart the path of the public will — they have come 
to recognize that whatever may be the causes of their varied trou- 
bles, the monarch is not one of them. If the crowm, as has been w^ell 
said, is no longer the motive power of the ship of state, it is ilie 
spar upon which the sail is bent, and as such it is not only a useful 
but an essential part of the vessel. 


There is no single volume on the development of the British monarchy, 
and it would be impossible to cover the subject except by -writing a coii- 

^ Sidney and Beatrice Webb, A Constitution for the Socialist Coimnonwealih of 
Great Britain (London, 1920), pp. 109-110. 
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stitutional liistoiy of the realm. On the development of the kingship to 
the close of the middle ages there is much material in the standard works of 
FreemaUj Stubbs, Ramsay, Plaskins, Maitland, Round, Norgate, Green, 
Tout, Vickers, and Davis— the titles of which may be found in the card 
catalogue of any good library. The vicissitudes of the monarchy during 
the Tudor and Stuart periods are narrated in the works of Gardiner, 
Pollard, Fisher, Innes, Montague, Trevelyan, and Firth, all of which are 
well known to every serious student of English history. Lecky and Walpole 
cover the eighteenth century. For the period 1760-1860 there is an excel- 
lent survey in the first volume of May and Holland (see above, p. 37). 

The most recent study of the powers and functions of the crown at the 
present time is Sir William Anson, Law and Custom of the Constitution 
(5th edition, Oxford, 1922); but there are excellent chapters on the sub- 
ject in A. Lawrence Lowell, The Government of England (Vol. I, chap, i); in 
F. A. Ogg, English Government and Politics (New York, 1929), especially 
chaps, iv-v; and in Sir John A. R. Marriott, Mechanism of the Modern State 
(2 vols., New York, 1927), Vol. II, chaps, xxiii-xxiv. Discussions of 
varying value may be found in Michael MacDonagh, The English King 
(London, 1929) ; Sir John A. R. Marriott, English, Political Institutions, 
chap, iii; Lord Courtney, The Working Constitution of the United Kingdom, 
chap, xii; Sir Sidney Low, The Governance of England, chaps, xiv-xv; and 
Edward Jenks, The Government of the British Empire, chaps, i-ii. Mention 
has already been made of James A. Farrer’s volume on The M anarchy in 
Politics (London, 1917) . Sir Sidney Lee’s Life of Edward VII (2 vols., Lon- 
don, 1925“1927) contains in its second volume an excellent picture of the 
modern kingship. 



CHAPTER IV 
THE CABINET 


», ' 


While every act of the state is done in the name of the croum, the real execu- 
tive head of England is the cabinet.-~x4 . V. Dicey. 

The cabinet lives and acts simply by understanding, without u single line of 
written law or constitution to determine its relations to tlie nionareh, or to 
parliament, or to the nation; or the relations of its members to one another, or 
to their head.— -TF. E. Gladstone. 



The cabinet The cabinet, as Gladstone once remarked, is “the threefold 
bal£° connects together for action the King, the Lords and 



the Commons.^’ It is, he went on to say, “the most curious forma- 
tion in the political world of modern times. It lives and acts simply 
by understanding, without a single line of written law or constitu- 
tion to determine its relations. 

Yet the cabinet is the most important single piece of mechanism 
in the structure of British government, ^t is the pivot on which 
the whole machine revolves. It is sometimes spoken of as a com- 
mittee of the privy council, since all members of the cabinet are 
also members of that body ; and it is also called the great standing 
committee of parliament, which is also a correct apjxdlation imis- 
much as members of the cabinet have seats in one of the two 
parliamentary chambers^ But the cabinet of Great Britain is 
more than a committeef^it is the guiding and directing force in 
government. Without a knowledge of its structure and fimetioiis 
no one can understand the responsiveness of British administra- 
tion to the will of the people. Yet in spite of this far-reaching im- 
portance there is not a single word in the written laws concerning 
its composition, its powers, its duties, or its responsibilities. Tlie 
laws of England simply ignore its existence. 

Among the governmental institutions of the modern world the 
British cabinet is perhaps the best example of what usage can 
build up. The old Curia Regis of Norman times, it will be re- 
membered, became the progenitor of the privy council, a body 
which gave advice to the king and helped him "with the routine 
work of administration, Its members were chosen at the discretion 
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of the monarch, and although they were often members of the 
nobiiity (and hence members of parliament) it was not essential 
that they should be. During the Tudor and Stuart periods the 
privy council developed into a powerful body and through its 
various committees conducted almost every branch of the national 
administration. Nothing was exempt from its vigilant supervision. 
Its members, moreover, were not responsible to parliament but to 
the king alone. The only way in which parliament could reach 
them was by impeachment and even this method was not always 
effective, for the king could pardon an impeached privy councillor 
in case of conviction. 

So the privy council kept growing in size and expanding its 
functions. With the growth of its membership and the multiplica- 
tion of its committees, the council eventually became. so unwieldy 
that it ceased to be useful as an advisory body. Its^ numerous 
members could not agree on anything without i pfermih ^e de- 
bates. The rank of privy councillor, moreover, was frequently 
bestowed by the king as an honorary distinction upon men who 
rarely or never attended the counciFs meetings. It was natural, 
therefore, that the king should adopt the practice of summoning 
to his private consultation-room, or “cabinet, a few selected 
members of the council who could give him advice without long 
debates and too much publicity. The exact date at which this 
practice originated is not known; it probably began some time 
before outsiders learned of it. In the time of Charles II, at any 
rate, the cabal consisted of five members, all of whom were noble- 
men and close friends of the king. 

This virtual superseding of the privy council, so far as its advi- 
sory functions were concerned, was not relished by parliament. 
The House of Commons looked upon it as an attempt “to intro- 
duce a tyrannical and arbitrary way of government.” The Com- 
mons desired to control the royal advisers, which it could not do so 
long as the king chose them without public announcement and 
conferred with them in secret. There remained, nevertheless, the 
weapon of impeachment and it was by using this bludgeon that 
parliament eventually made good its contention that whoever 
gave the king advice, whether in public or in secret, should do so 
at his own peril if the advice turned out to be bad. This principle 
... was definitely established in 1679 when parliament found a way of 
r-emoving one of the king's most trusted counsellors despite all that 
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Charles II could do to. save him. The adviser in question was 
Thomas Osborne, Earl of Danby, who held the office of lord treas- 
urer. When the House of Commons proceeded to impeach him, 
the king dissolved it and ordered a new election. But the new 
House, when it assembled, renewed the attack. Danby pleaded that 
whatever he had done was by order of the king, and that tlie king 
could do no wrong. But parliament went ahead with tlie prosecu- 
tion and sent Danby to the Tower. By so doing it definite^ es- 
tablished the principle that no minister could shelter himself 
behind the legal immunities of the throne. 

Here, then, was an anomalous situation and one that could not 
continue. The king had a right to choose his own advisers. Xo one 
questioned this right which had existed from time immemorial. It 
was his prerogative to choose men in whom he had confidence and 
to entrust them with the routine work of administration, this work 
to be done in accordance with the royal instructions. But on the 
other hand parliament had now made good its right to remove by 
impeachment any royal adviser whom it did not approve. Not 
only that but it might punish him for having wrongly advised the 
king, or for having carried out the royal instructions to the detri- 
ment of the national welfare. Surely this was a tight place for any 
minister to be in. If he disobeyed the instructions of the king he 
would be dismissed from office; if he obe^^ed them he was lial)Ie to 
be impeached by parliament and sent to prison. No government 
could function under such an arrangement. Some plan of unified 
responsibility had to be devised. 

The House of Commons had its own ideas as to how this might 
be done. Many years prior to Danby's dismissal it had offered a 
solution of the problem by declaring (in the Grand Remonstrance) 
that the king ought “to employ such counsellors only ... as 
parliament may have cause to confide in.^^ In other words the 
responsibility of the king's advisers could be unified by allowing 
parliament to choose them for him. But Charles I would not listen 
to this proposal; if he had done so he might have saved both his 
throne and his head. Nor was it accepted by Cromwell during his 
term as Lord Protector. Charles II, after the restoration of the 
Stuart monarchy in 1660, also disregarded it, and so did James II 
during his short term on the throne. But the House of Commons 
continued to urge the proposition at every opportunity and in the 
end its insistence was rewarded. William and Maiy, on the>n 
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accession to the throne in 1688, conformed to the demand, and the 
doctrine that the king's ministers are responsible to parliament 
has not been seriously disputed since that time. 

But let us return for a moment to the privy council. As an 
advisory body it was gradually supplanted by the cabinet, but it 
did not go out of existence. There were other things for the privy 
council to do, and it remains a part of the British administrative 
machinery to-day. It is still a large body, with nearly three hun- 
dred and fifty members. The membership is made up, for the 
most part, of men who have served or are serving in the cabinet. 
If anyone becomes a minister of the crown he is at once made a 
privy councillor. When he gives up his office as minister he re- 
mains a privy councillor for life. In addition many others, who have 
attained eminence in political life, or as judges, or in the civil 
service, or in art, literature, law, or science, or in the government 
of the colonies, are made privy councillors by the crown as an 
honor. Thenceforth they can write the letters P.C. after their 
names and use the designation Right Honorable. 

The whole membership of the privy council is never called 
together to do business. They are summoned only on the occasion 
of some important ceremony such as the coronation of a new 
sovereign. On the other hand meetings of the council are fre- 
quently'' held, sometimes a couple of tinies a month. Three or four 
members of the cabinet, including the lord president of the coun- 
cil, come together (usually at Buckingham Palace) and act for the 
whole membership. The king ordinarily attends although his 
presence is not essential. The business is purely formal and con- 
sists mainly of adopting orders-in-council which the cabinet has 
already agreed upon.^ 

The cabinet replaced the privy council in its advisory functions 
two hundred and forty-odd years ago, but the method of ensuring 
the effectiveness of parliamentary control over the cabinet was 
still to be worked out. Prior to the Revolution of 1688 the kings 
had chosen their advisers from among their own intimate friends 
and supporters. The new monarchs began the innovation of select- 
ing their advisers from both the major party groups in parliament. 
In this they intended well, their aim being to give both Whigs and 
Tories an equal measure of recognition. But the plan Worked 
badly, as anyone might have predicted. Ministers drawn from two 

^ For an explanation of these orders-in-council see p. 45. 
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opposing political parties could not work together, and the friction 
grew more pronounced as party lines became more plainly drawn. ? 

The cabinet proved to be a house divided against itself ; it could not i 

give unanimous advicej one faction had the confidence of a major- 
ity in parliament while the other did not. As the only way out of 
the difficulty it was decided to choose all the ministers from the 
majority party, which happened at this time to be the Whigs. The 
cabinet of 1697, popularly known as Sunderland's J unto, was the ^ 

first British ministry constituted on the principle that all its mem- ^ ■ 

bers should possess the confidence of the dominant party in parlia- 
ment. The new practice was generally followed bj' Queen Anne 
even to the extent of having Whig ministei-s when her own per- 
sonal sympathies were with the Tories. 

But it takes time to establish a custom of the constitution and 
even at the close of Anne’s reign the principle of ministerial soli- 
darity was not beyond the possibility of an overthrow. It is en- 
tirely possible, indeed it is probable, that if Anne had been sue- ), 

ceeded by an ambitious and firm-willed king the bipartisan cabinet 
system would have been restored. As it turned out, however, the 
situation became favorable for continuing the practice which 
William and Anne had begun. 

George I, who succeeded Ai^e, was a dull-witted Hanoverian : 

who knew nothing of English political traditions. He neither spoke | 

nor understood the English language. The details of British ’ 

domestic policy did not interest him in any way. Accordingly he 
abstained from presiding at meetings of his cabinet and gave this 
function to one of its members, Sir Robert Walpole, who thus ' 

became the first prime minister in the modern sense. There had | 

been chief ministers of the king long before Walpole’s daj' — Wolsey 
and Thomas Cromwell under Henry VIII, Burleigh under Eliza- 
beth, Strafford under Charles I, and Clarendon under Charles 11. 

But these chief ministers did not hold their posts by virtue of 
their being the recognized leaders of the dominant party in parlia- 
ment. Walpole was the first royal adviser to preside at cabinet 
meetinp and at the same time serve as the leader of the House of 
Commons. He was, besides, a. statesman of great competence and 
sagacity. For twenty years, while he held the confidence of a 
majority in the House of Commons, George I and George II let ^ 

him govern the realm. To keep a majority on his side Walpole : 

resorted to methods which would now be regarded as crooked; 
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but it can at least be said that he never tried to hold his post 
without a parliamentary majority back of him. When, in spite of 
his skill and corruption, he failed to command a majority (1742), 
he resigned at once, and this notwithstanding the fact that he still 
retained the full confidence of the king. 

During his long lease of power Walpole moulded the cabinet 
system into the form which it retains to-day. He established the 
principle that the king, having chosen a prime minister, should 
leave to this minister the selection of the other ministers. He made 
himself the sole medium of communication, on all important mat- 
ters, between the ministry and the monarch. Accepting the doc- 
trine that the cabinet must at all times command the support of a 
majority in the House of Commons, he insisted that he, in turn, 
was entitled to his party^s support. He demanded, and enforced 
his demand, that every Whig member of the House should stand 
behind the cabinet on every issue. The development of the cabi- 
net and of the party system were thus made to proceed hand in 
hand. 

In 1760, however, things took a somewhat different turn. George 
III, who came to the throne in that year, made a spirited attempt 
to revive the personal influence of the monarch upon the course of 
national policy. Realizing the futility of any attempt to hold 
ministers in office without a parliamentary majority behind them, 
he bestirred himself to build up, in the membei'ship of the House, 
a party of his own, — the king’s friends, they were called. With the 
Tories as a nucleus he was able to create a parliamentary majority 
for prime ministers of his own choosing, such as the Earl of Bute 
and Lord North. But this procedure, founded as it was upon the 
misuse of the royal influence and the temporary disorganization 
of the king’s opponents, could not long endure. It came to an end 
about the close of the American Revolution. 

For the past hundred years, therefore, the outlines of the British 
cabinet system have remained unchanged, but its various features 
have become clarified by a series of precedents. It has become an 
established rule, for example, that when a prime minister resigns 
the entire cabinet must go out of office with him, in other words 
that the cabinet’s responsibility is collective. It has "become set- 
tled, as will be explained a little later, that members of the cabinet 
are not only responsible to the king and to parliament, but also 
to one another. With the steady development of the party system, 
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moreover, the functions of the cabinet in the matter of framing the 
party program and transforming party pledges into laws have been 
given emphasis. The whole system has been shaking itself down to a 
stable basis ; but it has done this slowly because it rests upon usage. 
Nor is there any reason to think that this evolution of the cabinet 
system has yet come to an end. It is still developing new features 
and through future generations will doubtless keep on doing so. 

Walpole’s cabinet consisted of from seven to ten active members. 
But as the functions of national administration widened each suc- 
ceeding cabinet tended to grow larger until the membership at the 
close of the nineteenth century was more than twenty. Meanwhile 
some thirty or more additional ministers were given administrative 
posts although they were not members of the cabinet. In piping 
times of peace it was possible to do business with twenty memters 
sitting around the cabinet table, but when the strain of the world 
war came upon Great Britain the size of the cabinet proved to be 
a hindrance to the prompt reaching of conclusions. As Lloyd 
George said: “You can’t wage war with a Sanhedrin.” In 1916, 
therefore, a war cabinet of five (later six) members was created 
within the regular cabinet circle and this smaUer body was given 
full control of Britain’s war program. Of the six members only one 
(the chancellor of the exchequer) had any administrative duties. 
The rest of the directory, including the prime minister, were left 
free to give their energies to the prosecution of the war.* The plan 
fully justified itself and the suggestion was made that the size of 
the cabinet should be permanently fixed at ten or twelve mem- 
bers.^ But nothing came of this proposal. In 1919 the old cabinet 
structure of about twenty members was quietly restored and it has 
since remained. 

How is the cabinet organized, and what are its functions at the 
present time? Before entering upon such a discussion it is well 
to define certain terms which Englishmen use in describing the 
executive -branch of their government. These terms are privy 
council, ministry, cabinet, and “the government.” In theory the 
privy council still controls the actions of the crown. Acts of the 
crown are declared to be “by and with the consent of the prhy 
council.” This is because the cabinet, as has been said, is not rec- 

^ For a further discussion see John A* Fairhe’s BrifisJi War Adm-inislraiioa 
(Oxford, 1919). 

^ In the Report of the Machinery of Government Committee of the Ministry of 
Reconstruction (1918), commoniy known as the Haldane Report. 
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ognized by the constitution or the laws. Hence no one is ever 
ofScially appointed to membership in the cabinet. He is appointed 
a privy councillor and then summoned to cabinet meetings. The 
cabinet, therefore, may be defined as a body of some twenty privy 
councillors who have been chosen by the prime minister to assist 
him in his functions. 

Another distinction is somewhat confusing to the outsider, Ministers 
namely, the distinction between the ministry and the cabinet, be- 
tween ministers and cabinet ministers. All members of parliament 
who hold important administrative posts of a political character, 
and who give up such positions when a cabinet resigns, are known 
as ministers. In other words the ministers are the high officials 
of the crown who hold office subject to the continued confidence 
of a majority in the House of Commons. There are more than fifty 
ministers but only twenty-one cabinet ministers. The ministry 
does not meet as a body for the transaction of business. It has 
no collective functions. It is only the cabinet ministers who meet. " .. 

The functions of a minister (unless he is a cabinet minister) are An analogy, 
individual functions only. He may be the head of a minor depart- 
ment (the heads of major departments are all in the cabinet), or 
more often he is an aide to a major department head, that is an 
undersecretary, or a parliamentary secretary. The whips of the 
majority party in the House of Commons are also rated as ministers. 

The broad distinction between ministers and cabinet ministers in 
Great Britain may be illuminated for American readers, perhaps, 
by reference to the government of the United States where the 
President, on coming into office, appoints a considerable number 
of higher administrative officials who ordinarily go out of office 
when his term expires. These include not only the ten members of 
the President’s cabinet who are heads of departments but a much 
larger number of assistant secretaries in the state, war, navy 
treasury, and other departments. In the United States there is 
no term that accurately designates this entire body of cabinet 
secretaries plus assistant secretaries, but the group corresponds 
roughly to what Englishmen call ^Hhe ministry.” 

The cabinet is the smallest of the three groups and the only one A defimtion 
that has a collective responsibfity. It is composed of those min- Siet.^ 
isters whom the prime minister designates to membership in his 
cabinet, but the prime minister in making his designations is guided 
largely by precedent. Some high ministerial posts are always of 
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cabinet rank; some less important ones invariablj-- are not. There 
are a few which may or may not be of cabinet status as the prime 
minister decides. For the prime minister is head of tbe ministry 
and cabinet alike. 

Finally there is “the government,” a term which Englishmen 
use in a sense unfamiliar to outsiders. When they speak of a change 
in the government, or a change of government, for e.vample, they 
do not mean a change in the form of government. When they say 
that “the government is likely to fall” they do not mean that the 
monarchical system is about to be supplanted by something else. 
By “the government” they mean the e.\ecutive authorities who 
are in control for the time being — namely, the prime minister and 
his ministerial colleagues. It is they who are re, sponsible for the 
passage of “govermnent measures” by parliament. The term most 
nearly analogous in America is “the administration,” which is 
somewhat loosely used to include the President, the members of 
his cabinet, their assistants, and all others who would go out of 
office with a change in the presidency. 

The prime minister, as has been said, is head of the ministry, 
the cabinet, and “the government.” The king goes through the 
gesture of selecting this official, but he has very little discretion 
in making the choice. He summons, and by u-sage must appoint, 
the leader of that political party which controls a majority in the 
House of Commons. If no single party controls a majority he calls 
upon some leader who can form a coalition or otherwise assure him- 
self of a majority on important measures. Under the two-party 
system, which prevailed in England until recently, the king’s task 
was very simple. When a prime minister resigned by reason of a 
defeat at the polls or on the floor of the House, he merely sent for 
the leader of the victors and invited him to assume office. 

But when three political parties are represented in the House, 
with no one of them controlling a majority, the royal function is not 
so simple. The king must then use his own judgment as to which 
leader he will summon. The main thing is that whoever takes office 
as prime minister shall be able to command a majority. If he can 
do this from within the ranks of his own party so much the better. 
If he cannot, then he must secure it by some coalition, compromise, 
or understanding with one of the other parties. When Mr. Ramsay 
MacDonald was invited to become prime minister in 1928 the 
Labor party did not contarol.a majority in the House. But before 
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taking ofSce he satisfied himself that a sufficient number of Liberals 
would support him as against the Conservatives and thus enable 
him to carry on the government. 

In any event the prime minister is always chosen from among 
the two party leaders, or the three party leaders, as the case may 
be. It is inconceivable that anyone other than a recognized leader 
would be called upon. In 1922, when Mr. Lloyd George tendered 
his resignation, there was no recognized leadership in the ranks of 
the Conservatives. The king sent for Mr. Bonar Law who agreed 
to accept the post of prime minister in case the Conservative party 
would formally designate him as its leader, which it did. Each 
political party determines for itself the methods by which its own 
leader is chosen. Ordinarily, however, the selection is made by a 
caucus which is attended by the party’s membership in the House 
of Commons along with various other prominent party workers. 

During the two hundred and eight years, 1722-1930, Great 
Britain had thirty-nine prime ministers. This is in sharp contrast 
with the experience of France which has had a larger number of 
prime ministers in one-quarter of the time. These thirty-nine 
prime ministers of Great Britain, from Sir Robert WaIpbTe'lo' 
Ramsay MacDonald, headed §fty-six cabinets. ^ Eleven British pre- 
miers held the office twice; two "of them "three times; and one 
(Gladstone) was prime minister four times. Thus each English min- 
istry has remained in power for less than four years on the whole, 
and the thirty-nine prime ministers have averaged less than six years 
in office. While any British subject is eligible to the premiership it is 
significant that twenty-seven of the thirty-nine were Englishmen 
by birth. Six were Scotchmen, three Irishmen, one a Welshman, 
one a Canadian, and one (Disraeli) was of foreign extraction but 
of English birth. Twenty-five were peers or sons of peers, and all 
except three or four were men of considerable wealth. It is worth 
remarking that thirty-three out of the thirty-nine were university 
graduates — almost all of them from Oxford or Cambridge. This 
is striking evidence of the prominent part which the two oldest 
universities of England have taken in the public life of the nation. 

Nearly all the prime ministers went into public life at an early 
age; eleven became members of parliament at twenty-one, and 

^ Most of the data upon which this and the next two paragraphs are based have 
been taken from the Hon. Clive Bigham’s volume on The Prime Ministers of Britain 
(New York, 1922). 
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the average for the entire list is about twent j-five. No such pre-» 
cocity in politics has been ahown by the presidents of the United 
States." The average age for becoming prime minister, however, 
is fifty, which indicates that the office has demanded a eonsidcu'aljic 
apprenticeship. There have been notable exceptions, of course, as 
in the case of the two Pitts; but for the most part tiie younger 
politicians have had to bide their time. As for their party afiilia- 
tions, twenty-one prime ministers were Whigs or Liberals, wiiilo 
only sixteen were Tories, Conservatives, or Unionists. One premier, 
the Duke of Portland, happens to fall in both categories: for he 
held office twice, first as a Whig and later as a Tory. And Britain 
has had one prime minister from the Labor party. 

Very few British prime ministers have had any vocation but 
politics. One was a soldier, one a captain of industry, and four 
were practicing barristers. But not all of these were dependent 
upon their own earnings for a livelihood. All but a few of the prime 
ministers have been men of means. Some had very long political 
careers. The Duke of Newcastle, for example, was continuously in 
one office or another for forty-six years, while Lord Palmerston 
was on the public pay roll for forty-seven years. Gladstone was 
alternately in and out of office during more than half a cent my. 
Tenure of the prime ministership does not seem to have cut men's 
lives short, for their average longevity (omitting those still living) 
exactly coincides with the Psalmist^s span of three score and ten. 
Six of them attained the age of eighty. 

The office of prime minister is not hereditary, yet heredit}" has 
apparently had its influence. More than three-fourths of those who 
have held the office were men whose fathers had sat in parliament 
before them; more than half were the grandsons of such men. 
More than a third could trace relationship by birth or marriage 
to other prime ministers. The typical premier of Britain has been, 
therefore, a well-born, well-to-do, well-educated man who entered 
politics early and made it his profession. When asked what qual- 
ities are most required in a prime minister, the younger Pitt replied : 
‘^Eloquence first, then knowledge, thirdly toil, and lastly patience.’^ 
To-day this order would probably be reversed. 

More than forty years ago Mr. James Bryce (afterwards Lord 
Bryce) wrote an illuminating chapter on ^'Why great men are not 
chosen Presidents.^^ In it he propounded the query why the chief 
executive office in the United States had not been more often filled 
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by great and striking men. He pointed out that among the twenty- 
one presidents who had held this ojEce during the century following 
the inauguration of Washington, only a half-dozen or so were 
statesmen of great or striking merit. Washington, Jefferson, 
Madison, Jackson, Lincoln, Grant, and Cleveland were about the 
only chief executives of the United States who could properly be 
rated in 1888 as statesmen of the first rank. It is a fair assertion 
that more than half the presidents during the first century of the 
Republic were men who would now be entirely forgotten were it 
not for the fact that they once held the highest office in the gift 
or the people. 

But the presidency of the United States has not been unique in 
its frequent appeal to mediocrity. On the roll of the English prime 
ministers one can also find a fair proportion of second-rate states- 
men. Among the various prime ministers from the accession of 
Walpole to the restoration of Baldwin there are hardly more than 
half a dozen who meet the standard which Lord Bryce set up in 
relation to the American presidency. Walpole, the two Pitts, Peel, 
Palmerston, Disraeli, and Gladstone exhaust the list. Possibly 
Canning and Salisbury might be added. But North, Newcastle, 
Grenville, Rockingham, Liverpool, and Campbell-Bannerman — 
they were neither more able nor more striking in personality than 
John Adams, John Quincy Adams, James Monroe, William H. 
Harrison, or William McKinley. The Duke of Wellington was 
a valiant soldier; so was Grant; but the one proved no better 
than the other when entrusted with the responsibilities of 
high civil office. There have been great men in both positions, 
and men of mediocre quality too. In both countries the aver- 
age has been higher than in France or Italy. The matter is 
one on which much might be written, but this is not the place 
for it. 

The king chooses the prime minister, and the latter proceeds 
to select both the ministers and the cabinet ministers. Ostensibly 
he has a free hand in making his selections, but there are various 
considerations of a practical nature which he must take into ac- 
count. If a new prime minister were to regard nothing but his own 
personal preferences in constructing a ministry, he would make 
trouble in the ranks of his supporters. He must see that various 
interests are represented. For example, he cannot select all the 
members of his ministry from the House of Commons, taking none 
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from the House of Lords. ‘ Both peers and commoners have figured 
in every British ministry for two hundred years; but the proportion 
of the latter has been steadily increasing.^ Lords have naturally 
been more numerous in Conservative than in Liberal or Labor 

cabinets. 

' ' Every minister of the crov/n must be a member of parliaiiientj 
of one House or the other. But this does not mean that he must 
be a member of parliament at the time of his appointment. Boine- 
times he becomes a member after his appointment to the ministry. 
This can be arranged, of course, by making him a peca^ and thereby 
giving him a seat in the House of Lords, but the usual procedure 
is to ''open a constituency'' by inducing some member of the 
House of Commons to vacate his seat and make way for the newly- 
appointed minister. This entails a special election (or bye-election) 
to fill the vacancy, and the newly-appointed minister becomes a 
candidate at this bye-election. He can do this the more easil\' 
because neither law nor custom in Great Britain requires that a 
candidate for the House of Commons shall live in the constituency 
which he seeks to represent. When, therefore, a prime minister 
desires to include some outsider in liis ministry he arranges that a 
vacancy shall be created in a safe constituency. The member 
who gives up his seat is sometimes rewarded for his generosity by 
being made a peer, or by being given some dignified office wiiich 
does not necessitate his sitting in parliament. The newly-appointed 
minister goes to the scene of the bye-election, gets himself nomi- 
nated, and is usually elected. The prime minister so arranges it 
with the party organization. But the plans sometimes miscarry' and 
the constituency does not turn out to be so “safe" as was assumed. 

Until a few years ago it was a rule that aii}^ member of the 
House of Commons who accepted a ministerial post thereb}' va- 
cated his seat and had to go back to his constituonc}' for reeleetioii. 
The origin of this rule is interesting. Back in the da^^s when the 
kings of England took an active part in politics it was their prac- 
tice to seek control of the House of Commons by appointing various 
influential members to offices of honor and profit in the gift of 

^ There is a statutory provision which virtually requires that both shall 

be represented in the cabinet. It prohibits more than five principal secretaries of 
state and five undersecretaries from sitting in one House at the same time. 

2 In the first cabinet of George HI,, no fewer than thirteen of the fourteen members 
were peers. It was not until after the Reform Act of 1832 that commoners began 
to got an equal share of representation in the ministry. Since that time they have 
usually constituted half or more than half the cabinot. 
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the crown. This constituted a species of refined bribery. The 
member of parliament took the king^s bounty, became obligated to 
him, and thereafter voted with the king^s friends. But parliament 
grew resentful of this practice and eventually undertook to get rid 
of it by passing a statute which provided that any member of the 
House of Commons who accepted a position of profit from the 
crown should thereby lose his seat.^ 

As this statute applied to newly-appointed ministers as well 
as to other officials of the crown, it involved a serious interference 
with the course of public business. For whenever a new ministry 
took office it became necessary for several of them (those who w^ere 
members of the House of Commons) to go back to their respective 
constituencies and get themselves reelected. And this notwith- 
standing the fact that they had been elected to the House only a 
few days before. The requirement was suspended by act of parlia- 
ment during the world war, and in 1919 the rigor of the rule was 
permanently softened by another act which provides that accept- 
ance of a ministerial post within nine months after the issue of the 
writs for a general election shall not compel the new minister to 
vacate his seat.^ This simplifies matters in the case of a ministry 
which comes into office soon after a general election, but as respects 
changes in the ministry which take place after nine months the 
old rule still applies. On accepting office the new minister must go 
home and get himself reelected. 

In forming his cabinet the prime minister must also have regard 
for geography. He cannot choose only Englishmen, or Scotchmen, 
*or Welshmen, or Ulstermen. Sentiment and tradition demand that 
he recognize the various parts of the kingdom. He must strive to 
make his cabinet as broadly representative as possible — having 
regard to sectional, social, religious, economic, and also to some 
purely personal considerations. It is an unwritten law of British 
politics, moreover, that men who have served in previous min- 
istries of the same political party have a priority of claim if they 
are still in active political life. Likewise it is understood, quite 
naturally, that the men who have been the most effective parlia- 
mentary critics of an outgoing cabinet are entitled to places in the 
incoming one. Moreover there are considerations of party welfare 
to be kept in view. Recognition must be given to the different 
factions in the party if there are such, as is usually the case. Occa- 

^ 6 Anne, chap. 7. ^ xhe Reelection of Ministers Act (9 George V, chap. 2). 
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, ' sionally, one political leader refuses to enter the ministry unless 
some riyal is kept out. 

All in all, the process of making a new ministry gives oppor- 
Everymin- tunity for the exercise of all the tactical skill that a siatesnian 
iome'Lteiit' can command. The. prime minister has about fifty ministerial 
a compro- offices to pass ' around— with, at least two hiuidrod and fifty reeep- 
tive souls waiting eagerly for a call to serve their country. Every 
ministry is to some extent a compromise. Never does it represent 
exactly what the prime minister would do if he had a free hand. 
His problem is to select irom among the availables those vriioni he 
thinks can be woven into’ a well-balanced unit. As one American 
writer has said, he is like a child trying to construct a figure out of 
blocks which are too numerous for the purpose and wliieh are not 
of shapes or sizes to fit perfectly together. 

Distributing Nor are the prime minister's worries confined to the problem of 
determining who shall be included in the ministry. Tlic distri- 
\ ^ bution of offices, or portfolios as they are called, must also be made 

among those who are taken in. In this connection the prime 
minister takes into account each minister's soundness of jiidgraent, 
his skill as an administrator, and his ability to hold his own in 
the House of Commons whenever his work is brought under crit- 
icism by the Opposition, as it is bound to be. Some heed must also 
be paid to each minister's own preferences, especially in the ease of 
those who are to occupy the higher positions. Yet such personal 
preferences cannot always be respected. In some instances the 
prime minister's decisions are virtuall}^ made plain b}” the logic 
of the situation. To such an extent is this true that the news- 
papers, even before the process of cabinet-making has begun, are 
sometimes able to forecast quite accurately" just what the iine-iip 
will be when the list of ministers is finally revised and presented 
to the king. For himself the prime minister usually takes tiie posi- 
tion of first lord of the treasury because this office has no consider- 
able duties attached to it and its occupant is left free for his duties 
^ of leadership. As a practical matter he must assume some port- 
folio because there is no salary attached to the position of prime 
i minister. His remuneration comes to him in the other capacity. 

Has the Must the prime minister take into account the wishes of the 
Sw Sau- monarch in picking his ministerial associates and assigning them 
tSrseiec-^ their offices? Under all ordinary conditions the answer is 
tions? It is hardly conceivable that a British king would nowadays de- 
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dine to accept anyone whom his prime minister insisted upon 
recommending to him. But it has not always been so. Queen Vic- 
toria on one occasion criticised a prime minister’s selections and is 
believed to have successfully objected to the inclusion of certain 
statesmen who were distasteful to her. She claimed, and exercised, 
a woman’s privilege. To-day a monarch would be very loath to 
inject his own personal feelings into the process of cabinet-making. 
He is assumed to be a neutral in politics, and to have no personal 
feelings in that sphere. 

In selecting a ministry the prime minister also determines how 
many of his colleagues shall constitute the inner ministerial circle 
known as the cabinet, for the size of the cabinet is not rigidly 
fixed. Such ministerial posts as those occupied by the chancellor 
of the exchequer, the lord chancellor, the first lord of the admi- 
ralty, the minister of health, the president of the board of trade, 
and the secretaries of state for foreign affairs, for war, for India, 
for the dominions, for the colonies, and for the home department — 
these regularly carry cabinet rank with them. Other portfolios, such 
as those held by the secretary for Scotland, the secretary of state 
for air (i.e., military and naval airforces), the minister of transport 
and the minister of labor are usually included also, while some 
others such as the first commissioner of works are occasionally in- 
cluded.^ The remaining ministers are usually left out, but one or 
more of them may be taken in at any time if the prime minister 
sees any good reason for doing so. 

In determining the size of his cabinet the prime minister is 
guided largely by usage, but also to some extent by the program 
of legislation that he has in view. He desires to have in the inner 
circle all those with whom he must work intimately on the impor- 
tant measures. It sometimes happens, moreover, that a veteran 
statesman is given a post which is not of cabinet rank by reason of 
his desire to be relieved of heavy administrative duties, yet such a 
man’s presence at cabinet meetings may be extremely desirable. 
In that case he can be included despite the secondary post that he 

^ The following ministers constitute the cabinet at the present moment: Prime 
Minister and First Lord of the Treasury, Lord Privy Seal, Lord President of the 
Council, Lord Chancellor, Chancellor of the Exchequer, the six principal Secretaries 
of State, viz: Foreign Affairs, Home Affairs, War, Colonies, India, and Air, First 
Lord of the Admiralty, President of the Board of Trade, Minister of Health, Presi- 
dent of the Board of Education, Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries, Minister of 
Labor, Secretary for Scotland, Postmaster-General, Chancellor of the Duchy of 
Lancaster, and First Commissioner of Works.- 
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holds. . It. is even possible to include in the cabinet one or two 
members who do not hold any administrative post at all (min- 
isters without portfolio, they are called), but this practice is less 
common than it used to be.^ 

In discussing the work of the British cabinet a distinction should 
be made between individual and collective functions. Each member 
of the cabinet is responsible to the crown, to his colleagues, and 
to parliament for the conduct of some branch of the national 
administration. These branches of administration correspond, for 
the most part, to the departments which are headed by members 
of the President's cabinet in the United States. Collectively the 
members of the cabinet form the great standing eoinmittec, the 
executive committee of parliament. Parliament is assiinied to re- 
flect the will of the people, and the cabinet is charged witii the 
function of carrying this popular will into effect timougli its advi- 
sory control of the crown. 

The prime minister, even when he has a sinecure portfolio, is 
a very busy man. He is supposed to exercise a general supervision 
over the work of his twenty colleagues. He is the umpire in the 
case of any differences of opinion among them. When he and one 
of his ministers find themselves unable to agree, it is the minister 
and not the premier who resigns. A famous case was that of Lord 
Randolph Churchill (father of Winston Churchill) -who resigned 
from Salisbury's cabinet in 1886 because he disagreed with the 
prime minister on a matter of expenditure for armaments. On the 
other hand the prime minister cannot ride roughshod over his 
colleagues. He is their leader, not their boss. ^ He must carry them 
with him, for they have friends in the House of Commons and 
dissension in the cabinet would soon spread to the majority in 
that chamber. Yet his power is enormous — so long as he remains 
prime minister. On his advice the royal prerogative lives and acts 
as powerfully as it did in the days of the Tudors. In theory a prime 
minister has no right to tell the home secretary or the postmaster- 
general that this or the other thing must be done. But he can ad- 

^ All ministers, whether members of the cabinet or not, receive siibatantial sal- 
aries. These range from, 2,000 to 10,000 pounds per year, depending upon the im- 
portance of the post. The salaries are voted by parliament year and may lx? 
reduced at any time. Some ministers, such as the attorney-general, receive certain 
fees in addition to their salaries and these fees often total a very large sum. 

2 The prime minister’s position is recognized by law, even if that of the cabinet 
is not. An act of parliament, passed in 1906, fixed his place of precedence for official 
ceremonies. 
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vise the crown to dismiss any minister and select a new one. And 
he can do this very delicately, by writing as a prime minister once 
did to Charles James Fox, that ^^the king has been pleased to issue 
a new commission for the office of lord high treasurer in which 1 
do not perceive your name.^^ 

Next to the prime minister the chancellor of the exchequer is 
the most conspicuous member of the cabinet. Public administra- 
tion is largely a matter of opening or closing the public purse, and 
the chancellor is the real head of the British treasury although 
nominally this institution is controlled by a treasury board of five 
members.^ This board, however, is one of the numerous shams in 
British administration. It never meets, or virtually never. All 
its functions are turned over to the chancellor of the exchequer. 
His duties include practically all those which pertain to the sec- 
retary of the treasury at Washington, and more besides. He has 
charge of collecting the revenues and of paying out all funds ap- 
propriated by parliament. He has various duties connected with 
the currency and the government's relations with the Bank of 
England. 

In addition he prepares the annual budget, lays it before the 
cabinet, and after having received the approval of this body he 
personally introduces it in the House of Commons. The chancellor 
of the exchequer is always a member of the lower chamber because 
every financial measure including the annual budget must be first 
debated there. The budget is laid before the House of Commons 
in a budget speech, which frequently occupies several hours and 
is one of the outstanding speeches of the session. It is from this 
speech that the public gets its first information concerning new 
taxes and other proposed changes in the government's fiscal pol- 
icy. Hence the chancellor of the exchequer must needs be a clear, 
ready, and fluent speaker, able to hold his own on the floor. This is 
even more important than a knowledge of public finance, for the 
chancellor can obtain from his subordinates all the expert advice 
that he may require in financial technique. 

The chancellor of the exchequer should not be confused with 
the lord chancellor. The lord chancellor of Great Britain occupies 
a post which has no close analogy in the United States. He presides 

^ Thi first lord of the treasury (who is usually the prime minister), the chancellor, 
and th’*ee junior lords. For a full account of the treasury, its organization and 
workmi;s, see T. L. Heath, The Treasury (London, 1927).- 
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in the House of Lords and is usually a member of that body.' This 
does not mean that a .commoner can never be chosen to the office ; 
any British subject may be chosen by the prime minister and then 
raised to the peerage. Legally he could preside as lord chancellor 
without being made a peer. The post of lord chancellor, is the 
highest office in the British judicial system,, for its incumbent is 
the titular head of the Court of Appeal, although in practice he 
rarely sits there. But he does actually preside at sessions of tlie 
law lords when they exercise' the judicial functions of the House of 
Lords. ^ He also recommends to the c,rown the appointment of 
judges in the higher courts and himself appoints the justices in 
the lower tribunals. To that extent he performs duties whicli 
are somewhat analogous to those of the attorney-general in the 
United States. 

It is sometimes said that the British cabinet contains several 
'^principal secretaries of state.^^ ^ That statement is literally true, 
but it carries a misleading impression to the American mind. The 
British cabinet does not contain several secretaries of state in the 
American sense. It is merely that the term secretary of state forms 
part of the title in the case of several principal ministers whose 
functions cover a varied range. 

First, there is the secretary of state for foreign affairs. This 
minister is head of the British foreign office. As such he is the 
official adviser of the crown in its dealings with foreign powers; 
he supervises the conduct of all diplomatic relations, negotiates 
treaties, and recommends appointments in the diplomatic service. 
His duties correspond in a general way to those of the secretary 
of state at Washington, Due to the vastness and complexity of 
Great Britain’s foreign interests the position of secretary of state 
for foreign affairs is one of great importance, so much so that the 
prime minister has occasionally taken this portfolio into his own 
hands. But the British foreign secretary is not, like the American 
secretary of state, the ranking member of the cabinet. 

The secretary of state for war occupies a post wdiieh exists in 
all countries, and with substantially similar functions. His depart- 
ment has general supervision over the land forces of the kingdom. 
The air service is not under his control but is committed to the 

^ See beloWf p. 280. 

2 The secretaries of state for Foreign Affairs, for tlie Home Department, War, 
for the Dominions, for the Colonies, for India, and for Air. The statutes do noit 
specify these titles but refer only to “a secretary of state.*’ 
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care of a separate department under a secretary of state for air. 
On the other hand^ and somewhat curiously,, there is no secretary 
of state for the navy— which has been England's first line of de- 
fense. Naval affairs are under , the supervision of an, admiralty 
board (the successor to the lord high admiral of bygone days). 
This board is made up of a first lord of the admiralty, four or more 
sea lords (who are regular naval officers of high rank), one civil 
lord, and various secretaries. In the deliberations of this board, 
however, the influence of the first lord of the admiralty is virtually 
controlling. And it ought to be, for he shoulders the entire re- 
sponsibility to parliament for every action of the admiralty board. 

The secretary of state for air occupies a post that was created 
in 1917. Before the world war the air forces of Britain were divided 
between the army and the navy, as they still are in the United 
States. Cooperation between the two was arranged through a joint 
air committee which in 1916 became a regular board with a presi- 
dent at its head. This, in turn, gave way to an air council of which 
the secretary of state for air is now the controlling head. 

The other principal secretaries have departments which find 
no close analogy in the American scheme of national administra- 
tion. The secretary of state for the home department, or home 
secretary as he is more commonly called, has to do with many 
matters of domestic administration, as for example the receiving 
of petitions for presentation to the crown, the maintenance of 
peace and order within the kingdom, the enforcement of factory 
laws, the inspection of municipal police in the boroughs or cities, 
the direct control of the London metropolitan police, the naturaliza- 
tion of aliens, and the supervision of prisons. He also has general 
supervision over the registration of voters and the holding of 
parliamentary elections. Finally the home secretary also advises 
the crown in the exercise of its pardoning power. ^ 

The secretary of state for the colonies has charge of the relations 
between the home government and the governments of the various 
colonies. Until 1925 the colonial office had to do with the self- 
governing dominions as well, but in that year a separate office, 
the dominions office, was created to deal with them. The headship 
of both the colonial office and the dominions office were combined 
in the same secretary of state until 1930 when they were separated. 

^ For a full account of home office activities see the monograph by E. Troup, 
The Home Office (London, 1925). 
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The ' cabinet now contains both a secretary for the dominions and 
a secretary for the colonies. ' The relations between London and 
the governments of' Canada, Australia, South Africa, and the Irish 
Free State are carried on through the dominions ofSoe. Jamaica, 
Malta, Hongkong, and the rest are dealt with through the colonial 
office. India is under the supervision of a separate clepartment, 
the India office, headed by a secretary of state for India wliose 
duties will be explained later. There is a secretary for Scotland, 
but he does not rank as a secretary of state. 

There is no unified department of justice in Great Britain, as 
in continental countries. The work is divided among four ministers, 
namely, the lord chancellor, the home secretary, the attorney- 
general, and his colleague, the solicitor-general. The duties of the 
other ministers, such as the ministers of labor, health, and trans- 
port, the presidents of the board of education and the board of 
trade, the minister of agriculture and fisheries, and the lord presi- 
dent of the council, are indicated by the designations of their 
respective offices, save in the case of the minister of health. His 
administrative duties are concerned not only with the maintenance 
of the public health but with the supervision of poor relief and 
local government. His office took over, in 1919, the functions which 
had previously been perfoi’med by the local government boardd 

There is neither sjnnmetry nor logic in the organization of these 
administrative departments. Naturally so, for in their present 
form and functions they are the outcome of a long development, 
partly haphazard and partly directed specific acts of parliament. 
Taken together they make a system which is full of inconsistencies 
and unrealities, with phantom boards which exist only on paper and 
officials exercising vast functions which have accrued to them by 
usage but have no warrant in law. An American, accustomed to an 
administrative organization that can be clearly charted on a blue- 
print, stands amazed at this welter of first lords and junior lords, 
principal secretaries and secretaries who are heads of their offices 
but do not rank as principal secretaries, chancellors and presidents 
of boards, ministers of this and that, lords privy seal and eominis- 
sioners. But the machinery functions, and on the whole it fund ions 
well. From time to time proposals have been made to overhaul 
and simplify it; but nothing save piecemeal reorganization has 
resulted. 

^ Sec hdow, chap. svi. 
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So much for the cabinet ministers as responsible individual 
administrators j as heads of their various departments. They also 
form a body, a cabinet, with collective functions and responsibility. 
This cabinet, as British writers often tell us, is the pivot on which 
the whole political machinery turns. It makes the great decisions. 
Technically it is merely a committee of the privy council, made up 
of those privy councillors whom the prime minister chooses to call, 
assembling at his behest, and discussing only such business as he 
may permit to come before it. Actually it is the steering wheel 
of the ship of state. It sets the direction of national policy. In 
theory it is responsible to the House of Commons for everything 
that it does; but in reality the House acts in accordance with its 
leadership and direction. 

Eegular meetings of the cabinet are held oiice a week or oftener 
in normal times, usually on midweek mornings. Special meetings 
are convened at the call of the prime minister, and when serious 
emergencies arise they are held at any hour of the day or night, 
often on very short notice. It is customary for the cabinet to omit 
its regular meetings during the parliamentary recess, the members 
coming together only when needed. The meetings ordinarily take 
place at the prime minister’s official residence. No. 10 Downing 
Street, or occasionally in the prime minister’s room at the House 
of Commons. Members do not sit in any order of precedence; each 
picks his own seat and occupies it regularly. Smoking at cabinet 
meetings is strictly tabooed, and some ministers have looked upon 
this as a rough deprivation. Before each regular meeting a batch 
of papers relating to the business is sent to each member. An im- 
portant innovation of post-war days is the frequent holding of 
committee meetings at which committees of the cabinet deal with 
special subjects or groups of subjects. These committees, of course, 
have no final powders. They merely report to the whole cabinet. 
A considerable amount of cabinet business is also virtually settled 
by private conference of the prime minister with a few of the more 
influential members before the cabinet meets. It is a tradition, 
moreover, that the prime minister never consults the cabinet 
about filling a vacancy in its own ranks, and rarely does he do it 
about other appointments — ^for example, to judgeships or governor- 
ships of colonies. 

Prior to 1917 the cabinet had no secretary and kept no records. 
This curious omission had continued from the earlier days when 


The cabinet 
as a coUec- 
tive organ. 


Cabinet 

meetings. 


The secre- 
tariat. 



Its present 
functions. 


Secrecy of 

cabinet 

meetings. 


Cabinet dis- 
cussions. 


82 ■■..GREAT BRITAIN 

the cabinet was a mere clique- of the privy council meeting secretly. 
The prime minister simply jotted down some notes of the proceed- 
ings for his own use or for the information of the king. Each mom" 
.'her of the cabinet also noted matters relating to Ills own depaii- 
ment. But David Lloyd George, who was prime minister in 1917, 
thought this method too loose and unbusinesslike. So lie appointed 
a regular secretary to the cabinet with the fiinctioii of putting 
business into shape for the meetings, keeping the records, and 
having the custody of all official documents. This secretarial 
establishment was rapidly enlarged until it had more than a 
hundred employees and its expansion evoked much adverse ciiti- 
cism in parliament. 

When the Bonar Law ministry came into office (1922) the cabinet 
secretariat was greatly reduced in personnel; but it still rcinains 
in existence and has apparently become a permanent part of the 
governmental machine. Its functions and powers have never been 
defined, but in general it prepares the agenda for cabinet meetings, 
gathers data for the cabinet and its committees, keeps the records, 
and does whatever else the cabinet asks it to do. The head of the 
secretariat, or his principal assistant secretary, attends cabinet 
meetings and takes the minutes. In all respects other tiian in 
secretarial service the cabinet holds to its traditional informality. 
It has no rules of procedure. Not even a quorum is needed to do 
business; the prime minister can act alone if he chooses. 

Until a few years ago no announcement of actions at meetings 
of the cabinet was ever published. Nowada}^^ it is the practice 
to give the newspapers a brief statement, usually colorless, will) 
an occasional mention of what has been discussed. But it is still 
accounted an unforgivable broach of etiquette for any member of 
the cabinet to disclose, either in parliament or out of it, an3nhinp 
that is said at the council table. Etiquette, moreover, forbids a: 
minister (except the prime minister) to take any notes while t 
meeting is in progress. If there is disagi'eement among the moi. 
bers, some rumors of it may leak out, but the public does not get 
the whole story. 

Most of the cabinet discussions pertain to mattem of general 
policy or to questions which involve the establishment of some 
important precedent. Routine details which relate to a single 
department are not usually laid before it. Each minister is sup- 
posed to deal with such things on his own responsibility or after 
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confereBce with the prime minister alone. A cabinet discussion is 
not followed by a vote save in very exceptional instances. It does 
not bind the prime minister. He can advise the crown in the face 
of an adverse cabinet vote and has done so on rare occasions. On 
the other hand a prime minister naturally hesitates to act in the 
face of cabinet disapproval The recognition of the Southern 
Confederacy during the American civil war was averted by a 
majority vote of the cabinet against the opinions of the prime 
minister, the foreign secretary, and the chancellor of the exchequer 
(Palmerston, Russell, and Gladstone — surely a weighty trio). If 
the discussion discloses a marked difference of opinion among the 
ministers, the usual practice is to leave the question open until 
some compromise can be reached, for the action of the cabinet, 
whatever it is, must always be outwardly unanimous. No divided 
counsel can be tendered to the king, nor can the cabinet go before 
parliament with a division in its ranks. It must act as a unit. If 
any member, after a decision has been reached either by majority 
vote or by the prime minister’s decision, feels that he cannot sup- 
port this outcome, it is his duty to resign and make way for some- 
one who feels differently. This solidarity is essential to the effec- 
tiveness of the cabinet’s leadership in parliament. 

The most important collective function of the cabinet is to The cab- 
formulate the policy of the nation and the legislative program for SLship 
each session of parliament. The various items in this program are 
then introduced as government measures with the prestige of a 
unanimous cabinet behind them. Not only this but the measures 
are advocated, explained, and defended upon the floors of both 
chambers by members of the cabinet, and the votes of the party 
majority are whipped into line to put them through. Not all bills 
are brought before parliament by the cabinet, of course; but prac- 
.cally all measures of general importance must come up through 
his channel or they have virtually no chance of being passed. On 
jhe other hand when the British prime minister and his cabinet 
announce that a bill will be introduced, or a new tax levied, or a 
treaty concluded, or some new battleships built— the announce- 
ment of their decision virtually settles the matter. Parliament 
must accept their decision or get a new ministry from top to bot- 
tom. One does not need to remind any American reader that the 
president and his cabinet have no such assurance for the finality 
of their decisions. 
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Right here, in fact; is the most conspicuous difference, between 
the English and the American process of lawmaking. In the 
United States the cabinet does not have any official responsibility 
for the preparation of government measures; and indeed Congress 
' is disposed to resent being told by the executive what it ought to do. 
Members of the American cabinet do not sit in either House of 
Congress and hence cannot direct the debates as the English min- 
isters, do: They have no assurance that a majority in Congress will 
stand behind anything that they propose. This does not ineaii; 
however, that the British system is superior to the Anienean. 
Both have their merits and their shortcomings. The British plan 
makes for firm and effective leadership, but it also results in a good 
deal of legislative dictatorship. It enables a few nieii; a dozen or 
less, to commit the kingdom to legislation which parliament oft;en 
has no practicable alternative but to accept.^ The American plan 
often results in rebuffs to the executive, and to delays and unsatis- 
factory compromises; but it is proof against legislative despotism 
in all its forms. 

Much has been written about ministerial responsibility as it 
exists in British government. No principle is more firmly estab- 
lished and none is of more far-reaching importance. It is not a 
simple principle, easy to understand, for it has a threefold appli- 
cation. 

First of all, the English ministers are responsible to the king. 
This is, for the most part, a merely technical responsibility. The 
king cannot dismiss a member of the cabinet in the way that the 
President of the United States can do it. An English minister, so 
long as he possesses the confidence of the premier and the House of 
Commons, cannot be ousted by the king without bringing the whole 
mechanism of the government to a standstill. The entire cabinet 
would resign in protest; a majority in the Commons would support 
its action; a general election would have to be held; and the king 
would be giving a hostage to fortune. So ministerial responsibility 
to the king is not a very serious affair. Yet there is a measure 
of such responsibility. The monarch must be kept informed. Queen 
Victoria once rebuked Lord Palmerston by writing to him that 
^^she expects to be kept informed of what passes between him and 

^On this point see the discussion of “Cabinet Dictatorship” in Sidney and 
Beatrice Webb’s, Constitution for the Socialist Commonwealth of Great Britain (Lon- 
don, 1920), pp, 7l-74;aIsoG. D.H. Cole, Labor inike Commonwealth (London, 1919), 
pp. 101-104. 
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foreign ministers before important decisions are taken based on 
that intercourse;’^ A dozen years later she requested changes in a 
despatch which Lord John Russell was about to send to the United 
States with reference to the Trent alfair. Gladstone wrote that 
the monarch’s ^^entire disconnexion from the bias of party” gave 
her an undeniable claim to be consulted. 

Second, the members of the cabinet are responsible to one 
another. This is necessarily so because solidarity is the essence 
of the cabinet system. So it is a matter of each for all and all for 
each. The fault of one minister may bring the wrath of the Com« 
mons upon the ministry as a whole. For this reason every minister 
is constrained, not merely as a matter of prudence but of honor, 
to seek the opinion of his colleagues before taking any action that 
might evoke criticism. This principle of intracabinet responsi- 
bility was definitely established in 1851 when Lord Palmerston, 
without consulting his colleagues, expressed to the French ambas- 
sador his approval of a coup d’etat which had taken place in 
France.^ For doing this Palmerston was dismissed from the min- 
istry. A few years ago (1922) the secretary of state for India was 
forced to leave the cabinet because he made public an official 
despatch without consulting his colleagues. On the other hand, 
so long as a member of the cabinet acts only in accordance with a 
policy which has been approved by the whole body, he has nothing 
to fear. His fellow ministers in the cabinet will stand solidly be- 
hind him. The whole strength of the majority in the House of 
Commons will be rallied to his support if any attack is made upon 
him. To drive him from office would then necessitate forcing the 
whole ministry out. That is a drastic measure for a House of Com- 
mons to take, and nothing but a very unusual situation would 
ever induce such action. 

Finally, and most important, the members of the ministry are 
responsible to the House of Commons. That is what the term 
ministerial responsibility really means. There is no statutory re- 
quirement that a ministry shall go out of office whenever it loses 
the support and confidence of a majority in the House, but by a 
custom which has now prevailed for nearly two hundred years it is 
bound to do so. The ministry must always be able to demonstrate, 
by vote of a majority in the Commons, that it possesses the con- 
fidence of the country. Loss of this confidence means loss of office. 

^ See below, chap. xx. 
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There are various ways in which the House of Commons 
show its lack of confidence in the cabinet and may thereby force 
it to resign. When the financial estimates are under consideration 
the House may vote to reduce the salary of a minister. Cabinet 
solidarity then requires his colleagues to defend him against this 
attack. Or the House may reject some government measure. An 
amendment to such a measure does not necessarily imply want of 
confidence unless the cabinet opposes the amendment and makes 
an issue of it. Amendments brought forward in the House are often 
accepted by the minister in charge of the bill Again, the House 
may undertake to pass some bill which the cabinet opposes, and 
the issue may be made one of confidence in the govermiieiit. Fi- 
nally, if the House is dissatisfied with the cabinet^s general policy, 
without reference to any particular measure, it can at any time 
pass a resolution expressly declaring its want of confidence. British 
cabinets, as a matter of fact, have rarely been forced to resign 
during the past hundred years by reason of an adverse vote in the 
House of Commons. They have gone out of office, for the most 
part, as the result of adverse action by the people at the polls. 
On the other hand a decision to dissolve parliament and call a 
general election has sometimes been dictated (as in 1924) by a set- 
back in the House. Snap votes and mishaps due to the absence of 
ministerial supporters do not entail the cabinet^s resignation. 
The cabinet has at all times the privilege of demonstrating, by 
proposing a resolution of confidence, its control of a majority in the 
House. 

It is the privilege of the cabinet, when it finds itself faced by 
defeat in the House, to make an appeal to the people. In other 
words the prime minister can advise the king to dissolve parlia- 
ment and order a general election. During the election campaign 
the ministry continues in office, but if the result of the polling is 
unfavorable it does not usually wait for parliament to assemble. 
The practice is for the ministers to hand over their seals of office 
and make way as quickly as pending business can be cleaned up. 
This is a matter of a few days, or, at most, a few weeks. Thereupon 
the king sends for the leader of the victorious party and asks him 
to form a new ministry. This summons, of course, is not unex- 
pected, and the new prime minister usually has the organization 
of his cabinet lined up in his own mind before the royal invitation 
arrives. 


THE CABINET 


87 


Ordinarily the cabinet is made up of members drawn from one 
political party, but in times of national emergency, when it is 
desired to have all the parties work together, a coalition cabinet 
may be formed. When the world war began in 1914 a Liberal 
ministry headed by Mr. Asquith was in power. A year later, when 
the immensity of the struggle became recognized, the prime min- 
ister suggested that his parliamentary opponents should be repre- 
sented in the cabinet, and they accepted. A coalition ministry, 
made up of Liberals, Conservatives, and Labor members, was 
accordingly put together, Mr. Asquith continued as leader until 
1916 'when he was replaced as prime minister by Mr. Lloyd George. 
This coalition continued for a time after the war was over, but went 
to pieces in 1922.^ Thereupon a general election was held and the 
Conservatives were successful. But their tenure of power was brief, 
for they went to the country in 1923 on the issue of inaugurating 
a protective tariff and were defeated. 

The general election of 1923 put a new face on the practice of 
ministerial responsibility, for no one of the three parties now 
controlled a majority in the Commons. The Conservatives had 
the largest group of members in the House, with the Labor party 
second, and the Liberals third. Hence the Conservatives were 
outvoted in the House of Commons when it reassembled and their 
cabinet was forced to tender its resignation. Thereupon the 
leader of the Labor party was summoned by the king and pro- 
ceeded to construct a ministry. For nearly a year this Labor min- 
istry carried on, although it did not have a unified majority of the 
Commons behind it. On appropriation bills, and on other impor- 
tant measures, the Liberals gave it support. But it existed on 
sufferance and could not carry into effect the pledges that had been 
made in the Labor party's platform. Finally, in the autumn of 
1924, the Liberals withdrew their support on a vital question and 
thereupon the Labor ministry advised a new election. As a result 
of this election the Conservatives were returned to power with a 
majority over the other tw’'o parties combined and for a time the 
old arrangement of a ministry supported by a solid majority was 
restored. But not for long, because another election came in 1928 
and once more no single party obtained a majority in the House. 
The Labor party, having done best of the three, was again given 

^ For some interesting data relating to the coalition cabinet see E. M. Sait and 
D. P. Barrows, British Politics in Transition (1925), chap. ii. 
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the reins, having been again assured that the Liberals would help 
on vital issues. Since 1928, therefore, a Labor ministry has been 

“in office but not in power ” as the saying is. 

^ M responsibility does not postulate a two-party sy.s- 

tem. It can be maintained, after a fashion, when there are several 
party groups in the legislative body, as witness the e.xperience of 
France. But the principle of ministerial responsibility can be much 
more smoothly operated when there are only two parties, one 
controlling the government and the other constituting “the oppo- 
sition.” Parliamentary government works best, indeed, when the 
ministry has a solid, working majority behind it, but not too large 
a majority. A strong, united, vigorous opposition keeps a ministry 
on its mettle and makes its responsibility real. The history of 
parliamentary government indicates that cabinets which are 
formed from a single party, and are supported by a single party, 
do far better work than those which represent coalitions and are 
supported by blocs. The future of effective ministerial respon- 
sibility in England is thus bound up with the question w'hether 
the country is going to maintain two strong political parties or 
more than two. 


The evolution of the cabinet system may be followed in J. F. Baldwin, 
The King’s Council in the Middle Ages (New York, 1913); A. V. Dieoj% 
The Privy Council (London, 1887) ; Mary T. Blauvelt, The Development of 
Cabinet Government in Engkmd (New York, 1902) ; and the various books 
on the privy council which are listed on p. 38. Developments during the 
war are narrated in John A. Fairlie, British War Administration (New 
York, 1919). 

The organisation, functions, and responsibility of the cabinet are dealt 
with in all the treatises and textbooks on English government, for example, 
Anson’s Law of the Constitution (see above, p. 14) ; Lowell’s Gorernment of 
England, Vol. I, chaps, ii-iv; Ogg’s English Government and Politics, 
chaps, vi-ix; Marriott’s English Political Institutions, chaps, iv-v; Low’s 
Governance of England, chaps, ii-ix; Courtney’s Working Constitution of the 
United Kingdom, chaps, xii-xiii; Bagehot’s English Constitution, chaps, i, 
vi, viii-ix; and Jenks’ Government of the British Empire, chap. v. Special 
mention should also be made of the discussions in Sir John A. R. Marriott, 
Mechanism of the Modem State, Vol. II, chap, xxv; and Ramsay Muir, 
How Britain is Governed (New York, 1929), chap. iii. An older book, still 
possessing value, is R. EL Gretton, The King's Government (Loudon, 
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1913). A small volume Whitehall by C. Delisle Burns (Oxford, 

1921) gives many interesting details about the work of the various min- 
isterial departments, and full accounts may be found in the various vol- 
umes which are included in the Whitehall Series (published by Messrs. 
G. P. Putnam’s Sons) — for example, T. L. Heath, The Treasury, M. C. C. 
Seton, The Indian Office, E. Tvou-p, The Home Office, H. C. Smith, The 
Board of Trade, A. Newsholme, The Ministry of Health, Sir Lewis Am- 
herst Selby-Bigge, The Board of Education, etc. 

Some interesting documents are printed in E. M, Sait and D. P. Barrows, 
British Politics in Transition (New York, 1925), 

Sidelights on the workings of the cabinet system may be found in the 
memoirs and biographies of the ^^arious premiers and cabinet ministers — 
Gladstone’s Gleanings from Past Years, John Morley’s Life of Gladstone, 
Monypenny and Buckle’s Life of Benjamin Disraeli, Earl Grey’s Memoirs, 
Cecil’s Life of Salishurij, Asquith’s Fifty Years of British Parliament and 
soon. 
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CHAPTER V 

THE CIVIL SERVICE AND ITS WORK 

Bureaucracy has become, during the last century, and especially during tiic 
last generation, a far more potent and vital element in our system of go^.’ern-* 
ment than the textbooks realize. It has, indeed, become the ciTccllve and 
operative part of our system. The power of this biireauerac}', tlie |:)tniiianfmt 
civil service, is to be found' not only in administratioii, but also in legislation 
and finance: it not only administers the laws, it largely shapes tliem; it not 
only spends the proceeds of taxation, it largely decides how much is to be 
raised and how it is to be raised . — Ramsay Aiuir. 

Many years ago Walter Bagehot wrote in one of his facile epi- 
grams that a minister's business is “not to work his department 
but to get it worked.'^ That is a self-evident truth. A newly-ap- 
pointed minister takes charge of a great department like tlie British 
colonial ofHce, with jurisdiction extending to the ends of the earth. 
He is chosen for this post by the prime minister not because he 
knows anything about colonies but because he is an old party war- 
horse, or a nimble debater on the floor of the House, or because 
someone is needed in the cabinet from the northern counties, or 
for some other such reason. Between attending sessions in parlia- 
ment, going to cabinet meetings, keeping all manner of public 
engagements, and joining in the London social whirl he has an 
hour or two a day at his desk to master the problems of a hundred 
scattered dependencies from Jamaica to Hongkong*. How does he 
manage to do it? The answer is that his staff of permanent sub- 
ordinates, the bureaucracy, the civil service, are the ones who do 
it for him. 

In a word the minister's function is not to do the job but to get 
it done. That, of course, is the task of every great administrator 
whether in public or in private business. The British ministcT is 
responsible for getting this work done right, and he may be called 
to account by the House of Commons at any time, but the work 
calls for expert skill and the minister is not an expert. He lays 
no claim to that qualification. In nine cases out of ten lie has no 
professional qualifications for the headship of the department to 
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which lie is assigned. The British war oiEce has been headed at 
times by a philosopher or a journalist, the admiralty by a merchant 
or a barrister, and the board of trade by a university professor. 
One would suppose that in the treasury at least there would be a 
minister familiar with the intricacies of public finance. But no, — 
the chancellors of the exchequer have often been lawyers, country 
squires, or professional politicians. youth must pass an ex- 
amination in arithmetic,’^ says Sir Sidney Low, before he can 
hold a second-class clerkship in the treasury; but the chancellor of 
the exchequer may be a middle-aged man of the world who has for- 
gotten, what little he ever learned about figures, and is innocently 
anxious to know the meaning of 'those little dots’ when first con- 
fronted with the treasury accounts worked out in decimals.” ^ 

This does not mean, however, that members of the British cab- 
inet are men of mediocre attainments. The successful minister, 
indeed, must be something of a paragon. He must be a resourceful 
man or he would never have risen so far, — a man of sense and prac- 
tical capacity, with the knack of keeping in touch with public 
opinion. He must have a wide knowledge of public affairs. He 
must be able to think straight and to express himself clearly, for 
almost daily he will be called upon to answer questions and make 
explanations in parliament. Finally, he must be able to decide 
things quickly and be right at least half the time. He must be 
able to sift good advice from bad when he hears it. He must con- 
tent himself with laying down the general lines of departmental 
policy, letting his subordinates supply all the technical skill that 
fs needed to carry these principles into operation. This means, 
according to one critical observer, that "unless he is either a self- 
important ass or a man of quite exceptional grasp (both of which 
types are uncommon among successful politicians) he will, in 
ninety-nine cases out of a hundred, simply accept their views and 
sign his name on the dotted line.” ^ 

In the nature of things these subordinates have the minister at 
their mercy. They have had far more experience than he ; sometimes 
they have more ability. Moreover, they have dealt with ministers 
before and know the species. They mobilize upon him en masse. 
Whichever way he turns they have arguments, objections, prece- 
dents, and suggestions—all cut and dried for him. When they pre- 

^ Sir Sidney Low, The Governance of England (New York, 1917), pp, 201-202. 

2 Ramsay Muir, How Britain ii> Governed (New York, 1929), pp. 55-56. 
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sent any matter to him there is usually onty one course to pursue 
unless the minister is ready to re-study it all over for himself. 
This pressure of the permanent ofScials upon the minister is al- 
most irresistible except to a ‘man of commanding power and long 
administrative experience with a prodigious capacity for work. 

Englishmen see nothing anomalous in placing unskilled Ia3mieii 
at the heads of departments which have administrative problems 
of a highly technical sort to handle. Initial unfamiliarity with tlie 
job is no barrier to appointment. When Lord Palmerston took 
the colonial office under his wing many years ago he said to his 
assistant: Just come upstairs for half an hour and show me where 
those confounded colonies are on the map.” It is not the Anglo- 
Saxon theory of government that a major-general should be secre- 
tary of state for war or an admiral first lord of the admiralty. On 
the contrary it is deemed desirable that these highly profession- 
alized departments should have civilians at their head. The same 
opinion is generally held, and the same practice followed, in the 
United States, but not in all the countries of continental Europe. 
In England the doctrine of amateur ministerial control is extended 
broadly to all the departments, and that has generally been true 
of the government at Washington, but in recent years there has 
been a noticeable tendency to depart from it. In America there 
is a growing demand that the men whom the President chooses 
for certain cabinet positions shall have some professional qualifi- 
cations for the departmental work which they are expected to do. 
There is an increasing insistence, for example, that the secretary 
of the treasury shall be a banker by training, the secretary of 
agriculture a 'Mirt farmer,” and the secretary of labor someone 
who is tagged with the union label. 

These popular demands would seem to be regrettable. They 
betoken a failure to grasp a sound maxim of the science of govern- 
ment which is that the work of experts should always be supervised 
by laymen. When an expert supervises the work of experts there is 
likely to be friction and disagreement, for it is the habit of experts 
to disagree. It is also their habit to be unfriendly to new and un- 
usual ways of doing things. Experts like to keep things running 
in the old ruts. Gladstone once said that he could not remember 
a single administrative reform which the experts did not oppose 
when he first suggested it. The idea that the secretary of agri- 
culture ought to be a farmer, moreover, betokens an erroneous idea 
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of what this oiBcial is supposed to be and to do. He is not chosen 
to look out for the interests of the American farmer but for the 
interests of the American people. The chancellor of the exchequer 
at Westminster does not represent the bankers of England but the 
people of England. The chief qualification of a department head, 
in any country, is that he shall be ready and able to realize the 
interest of the whole people, not that he shall be professionally 
competent to promote the interest of any particular class. 

The English have held firm to this principle. In each department The “poiit- 
the minister and his highest subordinates are strictly political in^ England 
officers. They are the incarnation of responsibility, not of expert- 
ness. Hence they hold their posts so long, and only so long, as 
their party remains in power. When a cabinet goes out of office 
they go with it. The}?” bear to the prime minister a relation not 
widely different from that which the secretaries and assistant 
secretaries in the national departments bear to the President of 
the United States, inasmuch as the tenure of each is bound up 
with that of the whole administration. 

But the subordinate officials who make up the permanent civil Their ‘'non- 
service are in a different position. They are non-political. Hence sub^S- 
they are not responsible to parliament, and they do not lose their 
positions when a cabinet is turned out of office. If the House of * " 

Commons has any fault to find with the conduct of a department 
it turns upon the minister although he may not deserve the blame. 
Conversely, if there is any credit being passed out for the conduct 
of a department the minister gets (and takes) it all, although he 
may be similarly undeserving of it. A clear distinction should 
therefore be made between the 'political and the permanent staff 
of an English department./ The former provides the democratic 
element in administration; the latter the bureaucratic. Both are 
essential — one of them to make a government popular; the other 
to make it efficient. And the test of a good government is its suc- 
cessful combination of democracy with efficiency./ 

The officials who make up the political staff of ' the English ad- ThepoHi> 
ministrative departments are known by a variety of titles: min- small ^ 
isters, undersecretaries, parliamentary secretaries, financial secre- 
taries, civil lords, junior lords, and what not. The chancellor of the 
exchequer, for example, has with him in the treasury not only a 
first lord who is its titular head, but several junior lords, a parlia- 
mentary secretary, a patronage secretary (who serves as chief 
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ministerial whip in the House of Commons),, and a financial secre- 
tary.' The secretary of state for foreign affairs has as his chief 
political, coadjutor a parliamentary undersecretary, in addition to a 
permanent undersecretary whose position is not political. These 
lesser lights are members of the ministry although not irieiiibers 
of the cabinet. All of them are political officers with seats in parlia- 
ment, and they go out of office when the cabinet resigns. 

But this political staff, comprising only sixty to seventy inenibers 
in all, forms a very small proportion of the entire administrative 
personnel. , Several hundred times more numerous is the pca'inanent 
staff, officially known as the permanent civil service, or by its 
critics as the bureaucracy. These officials are not politicians, do 
not sit in parliament, and are chosen for their administrative 
capacity alone. They must take no part in political campaigns and 
they do not change when a ministry goes out of office. Pul>lic ad- 
ministration is their life work. Cabinets and parliaments come 
and go; but the permanent staff remains. Numbering nearly three 
hundred thousand, and ranging from high administrative officers 
down to typists and clerks, — these men and w’-omen collect the 
revenue, keep the accounts, compile the reports, enforce the latvs, 
maintain the public institutions, and translate policy into action 
throughout the realm. Together they make up the civil service 
of Great Britain, entrance to which is by competitive examination, 
promotion on a basis of merit, and aloofness from politics the 
condition of permanent tenure. 

The story of the British civil service ought to have at least a 
brief narration in every book on the science of government, for it 
teaches some instructive lessonsd The story begins with the tribu- 
lations of the British East India Company more than two hundred 
years ago. This great commercial organization, with its numerous 
trading posts in the Orient, had to employ large numbers of young 
men as traders, bookkeepers, and clerks. The company paid good 
wages and, what was more, its employees were able to make money 
by indulging in private trade on their own account. Some of them 
made large sums in this way. At any rate the idea of getting to 
India, earning a good salary there and perhaps a fortune by specu- 
lation as well — that idea appealed to many thousands of young 

^It was originally named the cwil service to distinguish it from the militarij 
service. The best outline of its development is that given by Robert Moses in his 
Ciml Service of Great Britain (New York, 1914). 
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Englishmen in the early years of the eighteenth century. Every- 
body clamored for an appointment, with the result that the ap- 
plications far exceeded the vacancies. And what happened is what 
always happens under such circumstances. Influential stockholders 
and others brought pressure upon the company’s higher oiScers in 
order to have their own sons or nephews or other young relatives 
appointed. Incompetents many of them were, but paternal in- 
fluence was effective in their behalf and hundreds of younger sons 
hied themselves off to India, ostensibly to serve the company but 
in reality to shake the pagoda tree for their own benefit.^ 

Here was the spoils system in its most malignant form. The 
whole service in India began to be demoralized. The higher officials 
of the company sent home a flood of complaints on every ship. 
In sheer self-defense, therefore, the directors of the company were 
forced to devise a plan whereby all applicants were required to 
undergo a period of training before being sent to India. For this 
purpose a training school was established at Haileybury and there 
the unfit were weeded out. Haileybury became the only door to 
appointment and no one was allowed to proceed to India until he 
had attended for at least four terms and had passed the prescribed 
examinations. Having a great excess of applicants for admission 
(despite the fact that patronage plus a qualifying examination 
still determined who should be admitted), the school was able to 
raise its standards to a high point; much higher, indeed, than were 
those of Oxford or Cambridge. ^ It soon began to be noticed, there- 
fore, that the East India Company was getting more than its 
share of the best young brains in the United Kingdom and its 
extraordinary success in building up a great commercial empire 
was b3^ many attributed to these high standards of selection. 

Meanwhile, however, the number of political (as distinct from 
commercial) posts in India grew with the extension of the com- 
panj-’s territorial interests and public opinion in England began 
to rebel against a monopoly of these appointments by a single 
training school under the control of a commercial company. In 

^ There is a story that Lord Clive, when he managed the company’s affairs in 
India, made it his practice to meet these young fortune-hunters immediately on 
their arrival. Asking each in turn how much he expected to acquire, Clive paid the 
newcomer the amount and shipped him back to England. ^ 

2 One eminent scholar, who later became a professor at Oxford, thus spoke of his 
own experience at Haileybury: “I soon discovered that if I wished to rise above 
the level of an ordinary student I should have a task before me to which my previous 
work at Oxford could only be regarded as child’s play.” 
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1853,. therefore, parliament ..abolished the company's right to make 
these appointments and provided that all subordinate political 
offices in India should be filled by the crown from an eligible list 
based on open, competitive examination, with no attendance at 
any training school required. The school at Haileyljiiry was lliere- 
upon closed and the competition thrown open to all British sniijeets 
within certain age limits. The adoption of this plan was largely 
the work of Macaulay, the historian, and it embodied a step of 
great importance. It paved the way for the abolition of the spoils 
system and the establishment of competitive examinations in all 
the home departments of British administration. Preformers argued 
that a plan which was working so well abroad ought to be given a 
trial at home. Their agitation succeeded and civil service examina- 
tions were inaugurated in 1855. Within fifteen years they were 
extended to virtually all the departments. 

(The spoils system, in other words the practice of bestowing 
public ofiices upon the victors as the reward for their wmrk in win- 
ning an election, is commonly thought to be of American origin, 
with Andrew Jackson as its chief progenitor. But the spoils s^^stem 
did not originate in the United Stat es. It is not a native son among 
American institutions. Long before the spoils system first ap|>eared 
on this si<feortfie Atlantic it was the custom in Great Britain to 
look upon appointments to well-paid public offices as the legitimate 
rewards of partisan service. The spoils of victory were distributed 
among the personal and poKtical friends of the ministers in Wal- 
pole's day, or even earlier. At the middle of the nineteenth century 
members of the House of Lords were so successful in getting their 
impecunious relatives on the public payroll that John Briglit once 
referred to the civil service as “the outdoor relief department of 
the British aristocracy." 

Members of parliament who supported the ministers w^ere al- 
lowed to recommend officials in their own constituencies and these 
“placemen" sometimes bulked so large among the voters of the 
decayed boroughs that they virtually controlled the elections^ 
Appointments were for no definite term, hence removals could be 
made at any time. So Andrew Jackson and his friends did not in- 
vent the spoils system; they merely transplanted an old-world in- 

^ In one borougli, where a coxmt was made, it was found that one hundred and 
twenty-five out of five hundred voters had obtained appointments through the 
influonce of a single member. .. : 
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stitution to a new soil. But unlike most transplantations, this one 
took root and grew luxuriantly in the new environment. It became 
the most noxious weed in the garden of American politics. 

Great Britain reformed her House of Commons in 1832 but left 
the civil service unreformed. Patronage continued to dominate 
appointments in all branches of the government. In England, 
however, there was no persistent clamor for rotation in office (such 
as arose in the United States), hence there were thousands of sub- 
ordinate officials who, having got themselves on the public pay- 
roll, remained there to the end of their days. Many of them were 
indolent, unambitious, and incompetent but their salaries were not 
high enough to attract the cupidity of men who could not get or 
hold positions in private employ. The heads of departments com- 
plained that this combination of patronage in the higher ranks of 
the service and indolence in the lower ranks was making good ad- 
ministration impossible. Protests from the public also began to 
rain in upon parliament and something had to be done. 

Accordingly civil service competitions were established in Eng- 
land more than twenty-five years before they were inaugurated 
in the United States by the Pendleton Act of 1883. This first 
British Civil Service Act did not go very far, however, and there 
were numerous flaws in it. The examinations, for example, were to 
be in accordance with the wishes of the department concerned, and 
these were often expressed in a narrow way. But step by step the 
law was improved, and the powers of the civil service commission 
increased, until eventually the principle of fair and open competi- 
tion was extended to virtually all the non-political positions in the 
national service. 

To-day all the permanent officials and employees in the public 
offices of Great Britain, with a few exceptions, are chosen under 
civil service rules. The exceptions include those officials whose 
work is of highly specialized or confidential nature, such as the 
permanent undersecretaries, the assistant secretaries, the chiefs 
of bureaus or branches, and the principal clerks, as they are called. 
These officials are not selected by competitive examination but in 
nearly all cases arc secured by promoting men from lower positions 
in the department concerned. Exceptions are also made in the 
case of employees whose work is of an entirely routine character, 
requiring no particular qualifications, such as porters and jan- 
itors. The examinations for all other positions, about 185,000 


And its evil 

effects 

there. 


The first 
British Civil 
Service Act 
( 1855 ). 


The present 
system. 



Gradations 
in the 
service. 


Character 
of the ex- 
aminations. 


98 ,, . ■ "GREAT BRITAIN ' 

in -all, are conducted under the auspices, of a civil service coin- 
mission composed of three members who are appointed by the 
„crown., ■ 

. The whole civil service, irrespective of departm,eiit,s, is divided 
.into grades or classes and a separate ■examination is provided for 
each. A candidate does not apply, for example, to be apptdnled to 
a clerkship in the foreign office, or in the ministry of health. He 
takes the general 'examination prescribed for all the higher clerks, 
and if .,he stands highest in the results he gets first choice as to the 
service which he will enter. It will be noted, ^ accordingly, tliat tlie 
civil service examinations in Great Britain, unlike those commonly 
held in the United States, have no relation to the particular branch 
of administration which the applicant hopes to enter. They arc 
distinctly academic in character and cover a wide range of uni- 
versity subjects (languages, history, mathematics, natural science, 
philosophy, political science, and so on) from which the applicant 
is permitted to elect a certain number. 

The standards are high and the competition for the higher posts 
is very keen, so much so that in the case of these civil service posi- 
tions it is virtually impossible for anyone not a high-ranking uni- 
versity graduate to secure a place near the top of the list. These 
examinations are probably the stiffest that exist in ai\y country. 
In the case of the lower grades the examinations are not so difficult 
and may be passed with credit by those who have had a good 
secondary school education.^ But they are severely selective be- 
cause of the keen competition. This competition does not seem to 
be lessened by the fact that an age limit is imposed on ail candi- 
dates. This differs in the various grades, but it is fixed in such way 
that young men and women, in order to enter the service, must 
take the examinations immediately after graduating from school 
or university. In. the case of university graduates the age limit is 
twenty-four. Thus there is no provision in Great Britain (as in 
the United States) for admitting to the civil service examinations 
middle-aged men and women who have failed to make headway 
in private vocations.^ The British civil service is a career which 
one must enter, if at all, at an early age. This limitation facilitates 
the system of promotions and eliminates most of the pressure 

^ Some specimen examination papers may be found in Robert XIoses, The Civil 
Service of Great Britain (New York, 1914), pp. 290-311. 

^ In the federal service of the United States more than half the appointments arc 
of persons over twenty-four years of age. 
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which would otherwise come from politicians for the appointment 
of their needy friends. . 

Writers on the science of government have rightly emphasized 
the important difference between the English and American meth- 
ods of examining candidates for classified positions. In the United 
States every civil service test is adapted to the particular position 
that is to be filled. The tests for clerks in the postal service; for 
example; are quite different from those given to applicants for 
clerical positions in the state department. It is not general educa- 
tion but special qualifications that the civil service authorities in 
the United States seek to ascertain. And if the appointee is to 
spend his entire life in a single position; doing a particular form of 
work; there is much to be said for the American plan. But if his 
initiar appointment is regarded merely as a starting-point from 
which he expects to rise by promotion into different fieldS; there 
is much less to be said for it. Indeed; the outstanding defect of 
the American plan is that it draws into the public service a horde 
of mediocrities who can pass a routine test for a subordinate posi- 
tion but who lack the general capacity to rise. They go in as 
bookkeepers or accountants or draftsmen or typistS; and do a 
passable job in such vocations; but when it comes to picking a 
bureau chief or assistant secretary of the department from a whole 
roomful of them, there is frequently not one whose general educa- 
tion and versatility qualifies him to be considered for the higher 
post. 

Public opinion in America, so far as it relates to civil service 
Examinations, is strongly inclined to emphasize the specific, the 
concrete, the “practical.'^ Americans have a belief that the test 
should be adapted to the job. It would be hard to convince the 
average congressman that strictly academic tests, such as we use 
for graduation in colleges and universities, would be the right thing 
for admission to the public service. Make such a proposal to him 
and he will think poorly of your intelligence. Yet it has been 
demonstrated, over and over again, in all branches of the public 
service, that men who have been highly and broadly educated do 
better and rise more rapidly than those whose competence extends 
to a single line of work. The American system, to sum it up, does 
not articulate itself with the system of education in schools and 
colleges but prefers to accept general mediocrity for the sake of the 
special qualifications, while the English system, by recruiting di- 
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: rectly.from the regular educational institutions, disregards special 
training and goes out for general intellectual attainment. 

How Eng- A cogent defense of the English point of view was set forth in 
afthe prob- an official report some years ago. “We regard the existing sclieiiie, 
it said, “as designed to test the results of university education in 
general, and not the results of a special education preparatory to 
the public service. It would no doubt be possible to construct a 
scheme of examination comprising only subjects directly useful in 
the home civil service, another such for the Indian civil service, 
another for the foreign office, and so forth. But we are agreed 
that the examinations should be a test of general rather than spe- 
cialized ability and education, and that it should be a matter of 
selecting under the existing scheme of national education those 
candidates who have used the best talents to the best advantage 
under that scheme. We consider that the best qualification for a 
civil servant is a good natural capacity trained by a rational and 
consistent education from childhood to maturity. We consider that 
the first requisite for a successful competition is a good field of 
candidates and that such a field can best be obtained by adapting 
our scheme to the chief varieties of university education, so tliat 
candidates while working for university honors will be at the same 
time preparing themselves to join in the competition if, when the 
time comes, they are attracted to it. We do not wish candidates 
to adapt their education to the examination; on the contrary the 
examination should be adapted to the chief forms of general educa- 
tion. We consider it highly important that candidates who enter 
this competition, and are successful, should be at least as well qual- 
ified for other non-technical professions as if they had never thought 
of it.” 1 » 

There are other differences between the British and the American 
systems. In the United States, for example, it is customaiy to 
require in some cases that positions shall be distributed geographi- 
cally so that residents of a few states shall not get all of tliem. 
In England there are no restrictions as to residence. But in Eng- 
land no one but a natural-born British subject can take the ex- 
aminations, whereas naturalized American citizens are eligible in 
the United States. Both countries have provision for giving certain 
preferences to veterans, and in England the age limit has been 
waived for them in certain cases. 

^ Report of the Committee on Civil Service ( 1917 ). 
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Once appointed to the civil service in Great Britain an ofScial 
holds office during good behavior, or until he reaches the age of 
sixty, when he may retire on a pension.^ There is no danger that 
he will be removed when a ministry changes. It is an essential of 
good behavior, however, that he shall abstain from all active 
participation in politics. He is free to vote but not to serve on an 
election committee or to canvass for votes. He is forbidden to 
address political gatherings or otherwise to make an open display 
of partisanship. But members of the civil service are permitted 
and even encouraged to join a national association of public em- 
ployees and they are provided with a regularly and officially- 
recognized channel for the presentation of their grievances.^ 

Promotions in the British civil service are made on the basis of 
seniority, service records, and the appraisal of general ability. In 
the lower grades there are promotional examinations to test this 
ability; in the higher grades the appraisal is made by the depart- 
ment head. In the larger departments there are promotional 
boards which prepare the ratings and lists. These are submitted 
to the department head who makes his recommendations from 
them. But before they are put into effect these recommendations 
for promotion must be certified by the civil service commission 
and approved by the officials of the treasury department. In this 
way virtually all favoritism in promotions has been eliminated. 

Now the following question will, no doubt, suggest itself to 
American readers: What is there to prevent an incoming English 
ministry from abolishing a large number of positions, thus throw- 
ing members of the civil service out of office, and creating new 
positions exempted from the examinations, for the benefit of the 
new ministry's own political friends? There are no constitutional 
barriers to such an action. No court would have authority to rein- 
state the dismissed officials. But the tradition of permanence has 
now become so firmly entrenched that no new ministry would dare 
assail it. Every intelligent Englishman is aware that the continu- 
ity of administrative work would be utterly impossible under a 
system of ministerial responsibility if the non-political staff went in 
and out with every change of ministry. In the United States the 

^ At the option of the official this age limit can usually be extended to sixty- 
five. 

^ By means of departmental councils and a national council. For an explanation 
see Herman Finer, The British Civil Service (London, 1927), pp. 77 ff., also the pam- 
phlet by Morris B. Lambie, included in the bibliography at the end of this chapter. 
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spoils system was able to rise and flourisli for a long time because 
every national administration is bound to stay in office for at least 
four years. 

But in England a ministry has no minimum tenure. It may take 
office to-day and find itself overturned within a few months. Ob- 
viously it would never do to make the continuity of adminis- 
tration subject to interruption at any time. And no sensil)le man 
would accept a subordinate post in the government service if he 
knew that he might be ousted within a week, a months or a }"ear. 
Permanence of tenure on the part of the administrative stait has 
been established in Great Britain because no other arrangement 
would be workable under the system of ministerial responsibility. 
The same permanence, as will be seen later, has been established 
in France because changes of ministry are even more frequent there 
than in Great Britain. If a parliament desires complete freedom to 
turn a cabinet out of power at any moment, it must make some 
provision whereby the routine work of administration will be car- 
ried on without frequent shocks of interruption. 

The association between a political staff which may change at 
any moment and an administrative staff which does not change — 
this association has some important consequences. It provides 
parliament, through the ministers, with expert counsel on every 
question that comes up. We often hear it said that the Congress 
of the United States should give greater heed to the opinions of 
the technical experts in Washington; that in enacting a tariff law, 
for example, it should defer to the advice of the tariff l:>oard, that 
in railroad legislation it should be guided by the technical skill of 
the interstate commerce commission, and that in dealing with the 
farm relief problem it should seek guidance from the experts in 
the department of agriculture. This may be quite true, but the 
practical difficulty lies in the absence of any provision for close 
contact between the leaders in Congress and these men wiio have 
the specialized knowledge. In the absence of the principle of cabi- 
net responsibility they are kept at arm's length apart. Tiie situa- 
tion is unfortunate from both angles, because the civil service 
official who is not a member of the legislature sees only one aspect 
of his problem; the same is true of the legislator who has had no 
experience in administration. Seeing the problem from different 
angles they often disagree and since Congress has the ultimate 
power its view prevails. And indeed it is essential that the ulti- 
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mate decision on any question of public policy shall rest with the 
legislative body. But it is equally essential to the successful work- 
ing of democratic government that public policies shall not be de- 
cided without consulting the men who know most about such 
things and v*^hose function it will be to carry out such policies after 
they have been determined. 

In England the men who execute the laws and carry out the 
policies of the government have a substantial share in the making 
of both. In fact there has been some complaint that they have too 
much share. Public bills^ introduced into parliament by the minis- 
tersj are put into form by the permanent officials of their depart- 
ments. The provisions of such measures are largely the result of 
departmental experience. It is true, of course, that the ministers 
assume responsibility for these bills and take the onus of explaining 
and defending them in parliament. For it is an unwritten rule in 
parliamentary debates that no mention shall be made of the 
permanent officials either by way of praise or of criticism, even 
though it be known to everybody that they, not the ministers, have 
put the measure into form. So far as parliament is concerned these 
subordinate officials are nonexistent. No minister ever takes shelter 
behind the staff of his department. 

Parliament, according to on e of its critics, is a tool i n the hand s 
of the minister ,’a^h the minist er is a tool injbhe han 
manent officials.^ ‘ This is a rather exaggerated way of putting it. 
But even an exaggeration may perform a useful service by sharply 
calling attention to a distinctive feature — as this one does, — 
.which is, that laymen in British government^have..,a^^^^^ 
ship while experts Bavelhost”oJ the poTOr. So long as the gover n- 
ment o f Great Britain is condu cted by m en andjioICl^ supernaen 
thi s w ill ihevitably_bejlf^^^^ work of such departments as 

the foreign office, the home office, the colonial office, the treasury, 
not to vspeak of the versatile ministry of health, involves an enor- 
mous amount of detail. These details must be turned over to 
subordinates, and reliance must be placed upon them. But details 
lead to precedents, and precedents crystallize into a general policy. 
It is in this sense that the permanent officials, although not sup- 
posed to have any share in directing the affairs of state, do in fact 
have a very important share. 

^ Harold J. Laski, in The Development of the Civil Service (London, 1922), 
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It is sometimes said that the dependence of the ministers upon 
their permanent subordinates is accentuated b3^ the practice of 
asking, questions on, the floor of parliament. As will presently be 
explained,. it is the privilege of any member to put questions on 
the orders of the day in the House of Commons and to have them 
answered by the ministers during the hour allotted for this pur- 
pose.^ Now the data for answering these questions, and even the 
answers themselves, are prepared by his office and iiaiided to the 
minister in neatly-typewritten form. Necessarily so, for if a min- 
ister were personally to prepare all the answers which he is required 
to read in the House he would have time for nothing else. So he takes 
what is given to him. Moreover, when be has a speech to make, his 
civil service coadjutors round up the facts and the arguments for 
him — sometimes 'even write the speech itself. In this way it is 
said, he becomes the mouthpiece of his official subordinates. 

Here, again, it is easy to exaggerate. The British minister, when 
he appears on the floor of the House to answer questions or make 
a speech, is a good deal more than a sluiceway through which 
the brains of his subordinates are permitted to get regular exercise. 
At any rate most ministers are. The sheets which he holds in his 
hand may have been prepared for him, but the ideas are usually 
his own, or at least they are colored with his own convictions. 
And when a vigorous personality— like Philip Snowden, Lord 
Birkenhead, Winston Churchill, or Lloyd George— takes hold of a 
department, one can be certain that secretaries and undersecre- 
taries are providing them with neither the substance nor the style 
of their parliamentary deliverances. Nevertheless the dominant 
fact remains that the influence of the permanent civil service on the 
government of Britain is continuous, effective, and one of its most 
significant features. 


The best general work on this subject is Robert Moses, The Civil Service 
of Great Britain (New York, 1914). A much 'earlier work by Dorman B. 
Eaton, bearing the same title (New York, 18S0), contains some useful 
material on the early history of civil service reform. A volume of lectures 
describing various aspects of the system as they exist at the present time 
was published a few years ago under the title, The Development of the Civil 
Service (London, 1922). Mention should also be made of Herman Finer, 
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The British Civil Serpm 1927) and W. A. Robson, From Patron^ 

age to Proficienctj in the Public Service (London, 1922), both of which are 
Fabian Society publications. E. C. Shepherd, TAc Fixing of Wages in 
Government Employment (London, 1923) deals with one important phase of 
civil service admimstration. A small book by F. G. Heath on The British 
Civil Service {Wliito Plains, N. Y., 1917) is general in scope and not of great 
value. The best concise account of the system, its history and present 
workings, is that given in F. A. Ogg’s English Government and Politics 
(New York, 1929), chaps, x-xii. There is also a good survey in Sir John A. 
R. Marriott’s Mechanism of the Modern State {2 vols., Oxford, 1927), 
Vol. II, chap, xxvii. 

There is a lucid account of British Civil Service Personnel Administra- 
tion in a pamphlet bearing that title, by Morris B. Lambie, which was 
reprinted from House Document No. 602, 70th Congress, 2d Session, and 
issued by the Government Printing Office in 1929. Some interesting and 
readable material will be found in Sir William Beveridge, The Public 
Senhce in War and Peace (London, 1920). Ramsay Muir’s volume on How 
Britain is Governed (New York, 1929) contains a trenchant criticism of the 
way in which the civil service has developed into a bureaucracy (pp. 37- 
80). The chapter on “Government by Amateurs” in Sir Sidney Low’s 
Governance of England (pp. 199-217) is interesting and suggestive. In- 
structive articles on various phases of the civil service appear from time to 
timeinihe Journal of Public Administration. 

Among public documents relating to the subject mention should be made 
of the Fotirth Report of the Royal Commission on Civil Service (1914), por- 
tions of which are printed in E. M. Sait and D. P. Barrows, British Politics 
in Transition (1925), chap, iii; the Report of the Committee Appointed by the 
Lords Commissioners of His AJafesty’s Treasury (1917); the Fmal Report 
of the Treasury Committee on Recruitment of the Civil Service (1919); and 
the Report of the Joint Committee on the Organization of the Civil Service 
(1920). 



CHAPTER VI 

THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

The same reason which induced the Romans to have two consuls makes it 
desii-able that there should be two chambers; iaat neither of them may t:»e 
exposed to the corrupting influence of undivided power, even for the space of 
a single year . — J ohn Stuart Mill. 

And while the House of Peers vnthholds 
Its legislative hand, 

The noble statesmen do not itch 
To interfere with matters which 
They cannot understand. 

— Giibeit and Sullivan’s 

The British parliament consists of two chambers, known as the 
House of Lords and the House of Commons. The House of Lords 
is commonly spoken of as “the second chamber but historically 
it is the first, being the oldest legislative body in the world. It has 
had a continuous existence, with a single brief interruption, for 
more than ten centuries. In a previous chapter something was said 
about the origin and early history of the Lords; it grew out of the 
great council which, in a way, was the successor of the Saxon 
Witan. The members of this Magnum Concilium were the mag- 
nates of the realm, the great landowners, bishops, and baronS. 
The king on his throne presided over them. There was a time 
when they had all the powers of parliament on the principle that 
“those who owned the land should rule it.'’ But civil liberty 
fought its way down the centuries and they gradually lost most 
of their legislative strength. Even at the height of its power the 
House of Lords was not a very active or aggressive body. During 
the great Napoleonic wars, according to Gilbert and Sullivan, it 
“did nothing in particular and did it very well." That is a sure 
way for a legislative body to lose authority. 

To understand the composition of the House of Lords it is 
necessary to know something about the peerage, what it is and 
what it is not. On this subject of peers and peerages the average 
American has rather cloudy notions. He is aware that there is a 
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certain element in the British population known as the nobility, 
the members of which sometimes marry American heiresses, and 
he has observed that they have a variety of titles — duke, earl, 
marquis, viscount, baron, and so forth. But what these ranks 
imply, or which has precedence over the other he usually does not 
know, nor does he very much care. In the minds of most Americans 
the peerage is not an institution but an anachronism. 

Yet the student of English government cannot so lightly brush 
aside those princes and lords who “are but the breath of kings, 
for both the peerage and the House of Lords- have woven them- 
selves deeply into the British political systexn. The peerage con- 
stitutes the top stratum in British society; were it to disappear the 
social hierarchy of the United Kingdom would have to be recast. 
The House of Lords is an integral part of the British political and 
judicial systems; its composition and powers must be understood 
by anyone who desires to know how the laws are made and appeals 
decided. Thomas Carlyle once said of the Corn Laws that they 
were too absurd to have a chapter, so he omitted them. But he 
did not thereby contribute much to the enlightenment of his readers 
on matters of fiscal policy. We would think poorly of an English- 
man were he to write a treatise on American government with no 
mention of Tammany Hall, the spoils system, the eighteenth 
amendment, the farm bloc, and the gerrymander, merely because 
he regarded these things with a personal aversion. Political institu- 
tions ought to be studied objectively. Their importance is not 
diminished by ignoring them. 

' The term peers originally meant equals, but the British peerage 
is a body which contains men and women of widely different 
ranks. It is sometimes said that the princes of the royal family 
constitute the first and highest gradation in the peerage, but this 
is not strictly true. The princes, as such, are not members of the 
peerage at all. But the Prince of Wales is Duke of Cornwall by 
birth, and this dukedom is the only example of a peerage which 
can shift to someone other than its holder during the latter^s 
lifetime. The king's second son, was created Duke of York 
some years ago and as such is a member of the peerage. It 
is as dukes, therefore, and not as princes that these members 
of the royal family belong to the peerage of the United King- 
dom. As peers of the blood royal, however, they outrank all 
other peers. So, in reality, there are only five regular gradations 
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in the British nobility— dukes, marquises, earls, viscounts, and 
barons. 

The rank of duke made its first appearance in 1337 when the 
Black Prince became Duke of Cornwall. Dukedoms have always 
been given sparingly, and to-day there are only twenty dukes in 
the entire peerage. It is the highest rank that can be conferred 
upon any one outside the royal family. Next come the marquises, 
of whom there are twenty-eight, the earls who number about one 
hundred and thirty, the viscounts who form a relatively small 
element (about seventy), and the barons who are the mo.st 
numerous element, over four hundred in all.^ Those figures, 
by the way, do not include members of the Scottish and Irish 
peerages. 

All ranks in the peerage (with the exception of the law lords and 
the ecclesiastical peers) are hereditary. The eldest son of a i^eer 
becomes a peer on his father’s death; until then he is a commoner, 
an ordinary citizen, with no special privileges. The younger sons 
and daughters also pass into the ranks of ordinary citizenship 
although in many cases they bear courtesy titles. “ Most of those 
who constitute the peerage have inherited their rank, but new 
peers are often created by the crown. 

Special emphasis should be given to the point that there is only 
one peer for each peerage. Save for the one who holds the title all 

^ The rank of earl goes back to Saxon times, and that of baron to the Norman 
period. The rank of marquis dates from 1385, and that of viscount from 1442. No 
new ranks in the peerage have been created, therefore, for nearly 500 years. 

2 These “courtesy” titles add to the outsider’s confusion. He reads about the 
doings of Lord John Russell, Lord Hugh Cecil, and others in the House of Commons 
and wonders why men with such titles are sitting in the lower House. It means 
that these statesmen are younger sons, commoners, with courtesy titles. But 
what are courtesy titles? The matter may be explained in this way: The eldest son 
of a duke, a marquis, or an earl (but not of a viscount or baron) usually makes use 
of one of his father’s subsidiary titles as a courtesy title during his father’s lifetime. 
Nearly every peer in the higher ranks of the peerage has one or more subsidiary 
titles, — some have nearly a dozen of them. They usually indicate the gradual prog- 
ress of themselves or their ancestors from the loiver to the upper ranks of the 
peerage. Thus the Duke of Devonshire is also Marquis of Hartington, Earl of 
Burlington, and Baron Cavendish. His eldest son, accordingly, is by courtesy Imown 
as Lord Hartington, but during his father’s lifetime he is not a member of the peer- 
age and does not have a seat in the House of Lords. All younger sons of peers are 
entitled to the prefix “Honorable,” and by a well-recognized social usage the 
younger sons of dukes and marquises are known as “Lord John So-and-So,” or 
“ Lord George So-and-So,” as the case may be. The same general rules as to courtesy 
titles apply to the daughters of peers, except that for some mysterious reason the 
daughters of an earl are known as “Lady Mary So-and-So” or “Lady Gwendolen 
So-and-So” whereas their brothers have only the prefix “Hon.” Perhaps the most 
familiar courtesy title of the past generation was that borne by Gladstone’s col- 
league, the Marquis of Hartington. 
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other members of the family are commoners,^ And save for the one 
who inherits the title all of them remain commoners. Thus the 
great majority of those who are born the sons and daughters of 
peers pass into the ranks of common folk and are assimilated there. 
This, above all things else, has differentiated the British peerage 
from continental European institutions of the same general type. 
In France, before the Revolution, all the children of a nobleman 
became and remained members of the noblesse. As a result the 
French nobility became a very large body, with a consequent 
cheapening of its prestige. Likewise it became a caste, a privileged 
order, with no overflow into the ranks of the people. In England, 
on the other hand, the peerage has never been a close corporation. 
Men who are born commoners become peers; men who are born 
sons of peers become commoners. This fluidity is its greatest 
source of strength. Any British subject can become a peer by 
reason of his own merits, if he possesses them. To that extent the 
peerage is a democratic institution. 

Not all members of the peerage are Lords of Parliament, but 
only peers of certain designated categories. On the other hand 
some members who are not hereditary peers have been given seats. 
Before the union of England and Scotland in 1707 all English peers 
of whatever rank sat in the House of Lords, and all Scottish peers 
sat in the Scottish upper House. By the terms of the union it was 
provided, however, that while all English peers should continue to 
have seats at Westminster the peerage of Scotland should be rep- 
resented by sixteen members only. These sixteen are elected for 
each parliament by the whole body of Scottish peers, which now 
numbers less than fifty in all.- Eventually the old Scottish peerage 
will become absorbed, for no additions have been made to it since 
the union of 1707. The same is true of the old peerage of England. 
Nearly all additions during this period of more than two hundred 
years have been to the peerage of Great Britain which was estab- 
lished at the time of the Anglo-Scottish union. 

The Irish peerage at the time of Ireland's union with Great Brit- 
ain (1800) included 234 members. To have given all these Irish 
peers the right to sit in the House of Lords was not practicable, 
so it was provided by the Act of Union that the whole body of 

^ The wife of a peer, however, would not be called a commoner. 

2 Some of the Scottish peers, however, have titles in the English peerage or in the 
peerage of Great Britain as well. Thus the Duke of Buccieuch sits in the House 
of Lords as Earl of Lancaster. 
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Irish peers should select of their members to represent 

them at Westminster. This selection is not made, as in Scotland, 
for the duration of a single parliament but for life. The only oc- 
casion on which the Irish peers meet to elect a representative is, 
therefore, when one of the twenty-eight dies or becomes disquali- 
fied. It was also provided in the Act of Union that the total mem- 
bership of the Irish peerage should gradually be reduced to om 
hundred members, and by 1921 this had been accomplished. The 
statute which established the Irish Free State made no change in 
the status of the Irish peerage or its representation in the House 
of Lords; but vacancies in the quota of Irish peers have not been 
filled since 1922 anTifis assurned that none will be filled hereafter. 
Thus the representation of the Irish peerage in the House of Lords 
will gradually pass out. 

At the present time the House of Lords contains about seven 
hundred members, of whom more than six hundred are peers of 
Great Britain, while sixteen are representative peers of Scot- 
land, and twentv-eight are representative peers of Ireland. 
But the House is not composed of hereditary peers alone. Its 
membership includes, in addition, twenty-six *'4ords spiritual, 
namely, the two archbishops of the Established Church (Canter- 
bury and York), together with twenty-four bishops. Among these 
the bishops of London, Durham, and Winchester are always in- 
cluded; the other twenty-one seats are allotted among the remain- 
ing bishops in order of seniority, that is, in the order of their ap- 
pointment to office. When a bishop retires from his ecclesiastical 
office he loses his right to a seat in the House. 

By statute it has also been provided that six “lords of appeal” 
shall be appointed peers for life and have seats in the House of 
Lords. These lords of appeal are chosen from among the distin- 
guished jurists of the British empire, and unlike other members 
of the House of Lords are paid an annual salary. The reason for 
adding this legal element to the membership is found in the fact 
that the House of Lords is not only a legislative chamber but a 
court of appeal from the lower courts of England, Wales, Scotland, 
and Northern Ireland, And since a body of seven hundred mem- 
bers, most of them with no knowledge of the law, cannot function 
as a court, it is necessary to have the judicial work of the House 
performed by men who have had legal training. The functions 
of the House of Lords as a court are therefore performed by the 
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'law lords'" of the chamber who include not only the six lords of 
appeal but the lord chancellor, former lord chancellors, and any 
other lord of parliament who holds or has held a high judicial office. 

But these law lords do not form a committee; their sessions are, 
officially, sessions of the whole House. In theory any member of 
the House of Lords is entitled to attend the sessions and to take 
3art in the hearing of appeals; but of course the lay members never 

; Peers of any rank may be created by the crown at any time and How new 
without any limit as to number. In the creation of cSel:^ 

new peers is a matter which the crown the advice of the 

prime minister. Members of the cabl*^";h4£| and do, present 
names for their premier's consideration, ‘i^^roothers outside the 
cabinet circle^ On rare occasions the king has offered a peerage 
to a retiring prime minister before askii^ the advice of a new one. 

Some additions to the peerage are made almost every year. During 
the long reign of Queen Victoria no fewer than 373 were created, ^ 
an average of about six per year. Since her death the annual 
average has been somewhat higher. On the other hand, some 
peerages are extinguished from time to time by the death of peers 
who leave no eligible male heirs. It is not necessary that there 
shall be sons to inherit the title; in most cases the peerage will 
pass, in default of sons or grandsons, to brothers or even to 
cousins. 

In some instances women have inherited rank in the peerage w^omen 
and a few women have been made peers in their own right. But the house.^^ 
none of them have yet been permitted to sit in the House of Lords. 

In 1926 a bill was introduced to give them this privilege but the 
Lords ungallantly defeated it. The rules of succession to any title 
of nobility depend upon the stipulations contained in the original 
royal patent which created the peerage. The crown may fix these 
rules at its discretion, provided, however, that there must be 
no departure beyond the scope of the general laws relating to 
the inheritance of real estate; in other words the succession 
must follow some method of descent already recognized at 
law. 

A peerage cannot be resigned or relinquished. The heir must No resig- 
accept his title no matter how much he may be disinclined. If, 
however, he is under twenty-one years of age when he inherits the 
title he does not take his seat in the House of Lords till he attains 
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his legal majority. In 1919 Viscount Astor tried to get rid of the 
peerage which descended to him on his father's death because he 
wanted to continue his membership in the House of Commons 
and could not sit in both chambers; but he found that this could 
not be done except by a special act which parliament refused to 
pass. And of course a peerage is not transferable, like property, 
by sale dr gift. A peerage by grant (that is, an offer of a new peer- 
age) can be declined, but not a peerage by inheritance. Occa- 
sionally some cousin or nephew of a peer, having lived for a long 
time in America, ^suddenly finds himself the heir to a title. 
He can evade the; <l^i|0^iiion only by keeping clear of British 

The granting of is in part determined by custom, but 

to a larger extent it depends upon the temper of themabinet, with 
the prime minister exercising a controlling voice in the matter. 
Custom dictates, for example, that a prime minister, or a speaker 
of the House of Commons, on retirement from office, shall be 
offered a peerage. The same applies to ministers who have ren- 
dered distinguished public service over a considerable term of years. 
Thus William Pitt, the elder, became Lord Chatham; Benjamin 
Disraeli went to the House of Lo^ds as Earl of Beaconsfield ; Arthur 
J. Balfour a few years ago was raised to the peerage as Earl Balfour, 
and Herbert H. Asquith became Earl of Oxford and Asquith. Dis- 
tinction in fields other than statesmanship also calls for the be- 
stowal of this honor — in the military and naval service, for example. 
Every student of English history will recall numerous examples 
such as the Duke of Marlborough, the Duke of Wellington, Lord 
Nelson, the Earl of Camperdown, Lord Wolseley, Lord Kitchener, 
Earl Haig, Earl Beatty, Viscount Jellicoe, and many others. 
Notable contributions to literature, art, or science are frequently 
recognized in the same way, as illustrated by the examples of 
Lord Tennyson, Lord Kelvin, Lord Lister, Lord Avebuiy, Lord 
Bryce, and Lord Passfield (formerly Sidney Webb). And there 
are not a few who have crept into the ranks of the peerage by 
reason of large wealth, judiciously used. Munificent gifts to hos- 
pitals, educational institutions and philanthropic enterprises, con- 
tributions to the party campaign funds, and other forms of largesse 
have helped to further the ambitions of prospective peers. Not 
in so many cases, however, as to give much warrant for Defoe's 
sour assertion that; 
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Wealth, howsoever got, in England makes 

Lords of mechanics, gentlemen of rakes. 

Antiquity and birth are needless here; 

’ ris impudence and money makes a peer. 

New peerages are usually granted on certain anniversary oc- The public 

easions, the king’s birthday or New Year’s Day. The lists, when 
officially announced, occasionally contain some rude surprises. 

As a rule the honors are worthily bestowed and the action of the 
cabinet is generally approved by public opinion, although it some- 
times happens that an individual namq--.gp«aes in for newspaper 
criticism. Some years ago it was preffi^^at when a Labor 
cabinet came into office there would be^i^»tn the creating of 
new peerages. But this proved to be a false prediction. Peers have 

been made with the Labor party in office, although not so plenti- 
fully.i 

Public criticism has been outspoken during the past dozen 
yeais in connection with certain elevations to the peerage. In one 
case a proposed creation was roundly criticised in the House of 
Lords itself, and the peer-designate is said to have requested that 
the patent be not issued in this case. At any rate it was not issued. 

In deference to the general criticism a royal commission was ap- 
pointed m 1922 to inquire into the whole matter of bestowing these 
honors and especially into the rumors that certain honors could be 
bought by any reputable citizen who was willing to pay the price 
in cash. Ihe investigations of this commission disclosed nothing 
very reprehensible, but parliament in 1925 established a safeguard 
by makmg it a misdemeanor “to give or offer, take or ask” any 
gif t or sum as an inducement to procure the grant of a title. 

Knights and baronets are not members of the peerage, although Knights 
the rank of baronet is hereditary. Knighthoods are bestowed for oSe““' 
hte only. They are of several categories, such as Knight of the 
Order of St. Michael and St. George (K.G.M.G.), or Knight 
Commander of the Order of the Bath (K.C.B.). A knight uses his 
given name and surname, with the prefix “Sir,” as for example. 

Sir Thomas Lipton. A baronet does the same, with the abbrevia- 
tion Bart, after his name. 

Men who are already baronets or knights are sometimes pro- 
moted to the peerage, but this is not the usual course. As a rule 

^ Five or six of them in. four years. 
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those who are made peers have had bo previous title of honor 
although they frequently have been' members of the House of 
Commons or have held other public offices. In the great majority 
of cases a commoner who becomes a peer, must be satisfied with 
the lowest grade, that is, with the rank of baron, but occasionally 
a distinguished commoner is made a viscount, or even an eaii, in 
his initial patent of nobility. 

The recipient of a peerage is permitted, with certain limitations, 
to choose his new appellation. Very often he takes it from some 
place with which he has been connected by some bond of estab- 
lished residence or with which he has had some political coiiiiee- 
tion. Thus Sir F. E. Smith, when he became an earl, chose the 
title Lord Birkenhead because he had been member of the House 
of Commons for Birkenhead. For the same reason Sir Paifiis 
Isaacs became Lord Reading wiien he w^ent to the House of Lcrds. 
Some retain their family patron^nnics, as Mr. A. J. Balfour did 
when he became Earl Balfour. Mr, Asquith, in 1925, managed to 
combine the name of an ancient city with his own by becoming the 
Earl of Oxford and Asquith. Provided the title has not been al- 
ready assumed by some other peer, and provided also that by 
custom no peer below the rank of earl may take for his title the 
name of a county or county town, he has a free choice. The new^ 
peer's wife usually helps him decide the matter, it is said, and prop- 
erly so, for the wife of a peer like the wife of a commoner is saddled 
with her husband's name. Here is an opportunity to do something 
that satisfies both halves of the household. A peerage, of course, 
does not come out of the clear sky, and the future title has usually 
been discussed and settled in conjugal conclave before it arrives.^ 

The grant of a new peerage, as has been said, may be declined, 
although peerages by inheritance may not, and declinations have 
sometimes taken place. Gladstone afforded a conspicuous example. 
On more than one occasion he W'^as pressed to leave the Commons 
for the Lords but steadfastly refused, even after he retired from 

^ Tastes differ as widely in names as in attire. Disraeli, as lias been said, chose 
to be known as Earl of Beaconsfield; Sir Donald Smith became Lord Strathcona; 
Sir Max Aiken chose the title of Baron Beaverbrook. Ignatius O’Brien, iu HUB, 
decided that Baron Shandon would suit his taste; a little earlier Sir Michael llicks- 
Beach became Viscount St. Aldwyn. Kitchener, Haig, and Beatty deemed their 
old names good enough. When a new title is selected the old family patronymic is 
retained for the use of the daughters and younger sons. The family name of the 
Bedfords is Bussell; that, of the Salisburys is Cecil; that of the Aberdeens is Gordon; 
that of the Norfolks is Howard, and that of the Devonshires is Cavendish. 
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public life. But his great antagonist, Disraeli, accepted a peerage 
because his health prevented him from continuing to bear the 
strain of leadership in the House of Commons. Rank in the peerage 
carries no salary from the public treasury, and members of the 
House of Lords receive no remuneration for their services. But 
most peers are well-to-do and many of them figure prominently 
among the landowners and captains of industry in England. To 
maintain the dignity and manner of living customary among 
members of the peerage requires a considerable income, for even a 
baron ought to maintain two establishments, one in London and 
another in the country. 

Members of the House of Lords have various privileges and are 
under certain disabilities. Freedom of speech and freedom from 
arrest while the House is in session extends to the lords as well 
as to the members of the lower chamber. In addition it is a rule 
of law, dating back to the Great Charter of 1215, that a peer has 
a right to be tried by his fellow peers and hence is not amenable 
to the ordinary courts. If, therefore, a member of the House of 
Lords insists on his personal privilege when charged with treason 
or felony, he must be tried by his fellow members. In the opinion 
of eminent lawyers this right is one which cannot be waived. ( In 
the case of misdemeanors, however, a peer may be tried in the ordi- 
nary courts. It is only in very rare instances that the House of 
Lords is called upon to try one of its own members for treason or 
felony ; the last occasion was about a quarter of a century ago.^ 

Members of the peerage have no votes at parliamentary elec- 
tions. Nor, with one exception, are they eligible as candidates 
for the House of Commons. The exception extends to all Irish 
peers who are not among the Irish representatives in the House of 
Lords. Any such Irish peer may be elected from an English (but 
not from a Northern Ireland) constituency. The disqualification 
from candidacy does not extend in any case to the members of a 

^ The case of Earl Russell, charged with bigamy (a felony) in 1901.. It may be 
added, by the way, that the distinction in English 'law between felonies and mis- 
demeanors is a highly illogical one. Misdemeanors are, in some cases, graver crimes 
than felonies. A curious point may be noted here: If at the time of a trial the House 
of Lords is in session, the trial takes place before the whole House, presided over 
by the lord chancellor wRo is appointed lord high steward for the purpose; if the 
House is not in session the trial is before the court of the lord high steward, which 
consists of a limited number of selected peers. In the first case the whole House sits 
in judgment, deciding questions of law and fact alike; in the second case the selected 
peers are only judges of fact, questions of law being decided by the lord high stew- 
ard (lord chancellor) as presiding judge. 
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peer's family, but only to the holder of the title. Even the eldest 
son of a peer, the heir-apparent to the title, may be elected to the 
House of Commons during his father's lifetime. But on succeed- 
ing to the title he must vacate his seat in the lower chamber. Sons 
of peers have figured prominently in the Commons on many nota- 
ble occasions and in some cases have been its leaders. 

The House of Lords meets in its own chamber at Westminster. 
It is an impressive meeting-place, the most handsome legislative 
chamber in the world, richly upholstered and dowered with a soft 
light that filters through the magnificent stained-glass windows. 
There is an air of leisure and luxury about it. The sessions of the 
Lords are coincident with those of the Commons. When the 
Commons ends its session the uppej chamber does likewise; but 
each House can adjourn separately, pessions of the House of Lords 
are presided over by the lord chancellor who is appointed by the 
crown upon the advice of the cabinet. He sits on a large couch or 
divan known as the Woolsack ^ and puts motions, but he does not 
have any disciplinary powers.^ He does not even have the power 
to recognize peers who desire to speak. When two of them rise 
simultaneously the House decides, if necessary, whom it will hoar. 
This restriction of the presiding officer's power dates back to the 
time when the lord chancellor was not a peer but merely an officer 
of the king's household. Even yet, as has been said, there is no 
legal requirement that he shall be a member of the House, although 
he usually either is or is made one. 

The House of Lords meets regularly on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, 
and Thursdays. Sessions are often held on Mondays also, and 
more rarely on Fridays. The sittings do not usually last more than 
an hour or two and as a rule they are slimly attended. Out of the 
seven hundred members not more than thirty or forty usually 
attend except when matters of some importance are to be dis- 
cussed. It is said that more ;than two-thirds of the lords attend 
fewer than ten sittings a year. (^Three members constitute a quorum 

^ The term Woolsack originated in the reign of Elizabeth when a statute was 
passed prohibiting the exportation of wool from England. The judges in the House 
of Lords, in order to show their approval of the measure and to emphasize the de- 
sirability of creating a home market for English-grown wool, had their bench stuffed 
with it. 

® “The Lord Chancellor ... is not to adjourn the House, or do anything else 
as mouth of the House, without the consent of the Lords first had, except the ordi- 
nary thing about bills . , . wherein the Lords may likewise overrule. . . 
Standing Orders, xx. 
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to do business, but at least thirty must be present in order to pass 
any law. ■ In the latter part of the session, however, when bills 
come up from the Commons the daily sittings last longer and are 
better attended. The proceedings are traditionally dull, although 
its full-dress debates” now and then are of high quality; few 
questions are ever asked; there are no estimates of expenditures to 
be discussed; and the recommendations of committees are ordi- 
narily accepted with little or no dissent. 

On the other hand the rules of the House are so liberal that it is 
possible for any peer to initiate a debate, at almost any time and 
on any matter of public importance, by moving for papers,” 
that is, offering a resolution asking that certain oiScial documents 
be laid before the House. In this way public attention may be 
drawn to any question and a full discussion may be had in the 
Lords at a time when the pressure of business in the Commons 
precludes a long debate there. During such discussions the stand- 
ards of debate in the Lords are quite up to (or even above) those 
of the popular chamber, for the House of Peers contains no in- 
considerable number of good speakers. And what is more, they are 
men who speak to the point. Speeches in the House of Lords are 
not made for the benefit of the press gallery. A peer has no constit- 
uents to humor or impress. He represents no one but himself. 
Politically the tiouse of Lords is one-sided, the Conservatives 
being in an overwhelming majority. There is never any doubt as 
to the outcome of a vote when party lines are drawn; but on most 
questions the House does not divide that way. 

‘The House of Lords has three special powers which it does not 
share with the House of Commons. It is a court, as has been said, 
for the trial of its own members; but this function is now of little 
importance. In the second place the House of Lords is a supreme 
court of appeal for the hearing of certain civil and criminal cases, 
but its judicial work is performed by a very small proportion of 
its membership, as has been shown. Finally, the House of Lords 
is the body which hears and determines impeachments brought by 
the House of Commons. This is an ancient prerogative of the 
Lords; it goes back to the days of the Saxon Witan. Before the 
development of ministerial responsibility it was a function of great 
importance inasmuch as it afforded the only means of calling the 
king's advisers to account. It was through the power of impeach- 
ment that parliament managed to acquire its control over the 
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actions of the crown. During many centuries this power was 
freely used, but it has now dropped into abeyance. One can scarcely 
conceive of a situation, under the existing parliamentarj'- S 3 'stem, 
in which it would be necessary to impeach any British official. 
A vote of the House of Commons requesting his removal from office 
would be enough, for no ministry could deny such a request and 
remain in office.* And if it should be necessary to penalize any 
public officer, otherwise than by removal from office, the ordinary 
courts afford an adequate process. 

Aside from financial measures anj' public bill may be intro- 
duced in the House of Lords. Financial measures must originate 
in the Commons. As a matter of usage, however, verj^ few legis- 
lative proposals except private bills (see pp. 18S-192) ever get 
their first reading in the upper chamber. Nine-tenths of the public 
measures begin their journey in the Commons. The result is that 
during the early weeks of a session the Lords have almost nothing 
to do. Then, as the House of Commons gets into its stride, the 
bills come up in larger numbers and for a time the peers are amplj- 
provided with work. It has frequently been proposed that the 
cabinet should fairly apportion the introduction of government 
measures to both chambers, thus avoiding idleness at the beginning 
of a session and congestion at the end; but this suggestion has not 
found favor. There would be httle advantage in setting the Lords 
to work on important measures until after the attitude of the lower 
chamber has been determined. 

Until 1911 it was technically the privilege of the Lords to re- 
ject any bill, even a money bill. But bj' non-use the upper House 
had lost its right to amend any financial measure, and in the 
opinion of many constitutional lawyers it had also lost, bj'- non-use 
over a long term of years, its right to reject— although the Lords 
themselves had never conceded this loss. As to bills other than 
money bills there was never any question, prior to 1911, that the 
House of Lords might both amend and reject anything sent up 
by the Commons. The power of rejection was, in fact, used on 
many momentous occasions durin^he nineteenth century, notar 
bly in the defeat of the first reform’ &ill (1831) and the second Irish 
home rule bill (1893). In such cases there was no way in which the 
Commons could make its will prevail against the opposition of the 

^ This, of course, would not include the judges, who are removable only on an 
address or resolution of both Houses. 
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sure there was one potential method of achieving this 
end, but it was so drastic as to preclude its use on any save the most 
critical occasions. The method involved the creation of enough 
new peers to swamp the opposition in the Lords. 

Under ordinary conditions, when the House of Lords rejected How it 
a measure that had been passed by the Commons there was some 
gmmbbisg^ in the Green Chamber but nothing happened. If the 
rejected bill was an important government measure, introduced 
by the ministers and passed imder their guidance, the prime 
minister could advise a dissolution of parliament and a general 
election on the issue. This would put the matter before the high 
court of public opinion for judgment. Then, if the people upheld 
the ministry, the Lords were expe(?ted to give way, which they 
usually did. 

It was not until 1909 that a deadlock between the Lords and The con- 
Commons arose in such form and assumed such bitterness as to 
compel the making of a new provision. In the autumn of that ' 

year Mr. Lloyd George, then chancellor of the exchequer in the 
Liberal ministry, brought forward a finance bill or budget which 
proposed the levy of certain new taxes, more particularly some 
new taxes on land. As these taxes would bear heavily upon the 
owners of large estates and were also open to some serious prac- 
tical objections, the House of Lords rejected the measure and also 
defeated various other bills which had been passed by a majority 
m the Commons. The lower House show’ed its resentment by 
adopting a resolution which declared the action of the Lords to be 
a breach of the constitution and a usurpation of the privileges of 
the House of Commons. But the Lords stood their ground and the 
prime minister decided to request an appeal to the voters. Accord- 
ingly a general election took place in the early days of 1910. Dur- 
ing^this campaign the Lloyd George finance bill and the question 

of clipping the wings” of the Lords formed the chief issues. The 

Liberals were successful at the polls and having repassed the 
finance bill m the Commons, sent it for the second time to the 
upper chamber, whereupon the Lords accepted the verdict of 
the coimtiy and gave their assent to the measure. 

But the Liberals were determined that the relations between the The Pariia- 
two chambers should be clarified in such way that it would no 
longer be necessary to hold a general election in order to make the 
Lords knuckle under. Accordingly a measure designed to limit 
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the powers of the Lords was introduced by the ministers into the 
House of Commons. This bill contained four outstanding provi- 
sions. First, it stipulated that money measures, if passed by the 
House of Commons, should become laW' one month after such 
passage, even though the Lords should withhold their concurrence. 
Second, it gave a definition of money bills and made provision that 
in case of disagreement as to whether a bill came within the defini- 
tion the decision of the speaker of the Commons should be con- 
clusive.^ Third, it provided that any other public bill passed by 
the House of Commons in three consecutive sessions, with an 
interval of at least two years between its first and final passage, 
should become a law on receiving the assent of the crown notwith- 
standing the failure of the Lords to approve the measure.- Finally, 
it arranged that the maximum duration of a parliament should 
henceforth be five years instead of seven. It should be noted, how- 
ever, that parliament can at any time extend its own lifetime be- 
yond this five year term if an emergency so requires, and the very 
parliament which passed the Act of 1911 did this during the W'Oiid 
war — prolonging its own existence for nearly eight years and thus 
giving a good example of parliamentary omnipotence. 

Under the title of the Parliament Bill, this measure for curbing 
the powers of the upper chamber was passed by the Commons and 
sent to the Lords. The latter, hardly daring to reject the bill with- 
out offering some constructive measure of reform in its place, 
adopted resolutions embodying an alternative scheme. The min- 
istry thereupon served notice that another general election would 
be held unless the Lords accepted the bill and this threat was 
presently carried into effect. Once more the country stood by the 
Liberals and thus assured the enactment of the reform measure. 

^Tlie definition is as follows: “Any public bill which, in the judgment of the 
speaker, contains only provisions dealing with all or any of the following subjects: 
the imposition, repeal, remission, alteration, or regulation of taxation; the imposi- 
tion for the payment of debt or other financial purposes of charges on the Con- 
solidated Fund, or on money provided by parliament, or the \'ariation or repeal 
of any such charges; supply; the appropriation, receipt, custody, issue or audit of 
accounts or public money; the raising or guarantee of any loan or the payment 
thereof, or subordinate matters incidental to those subjects or any of them.” 

^ It is stipulated that this provision shall not apply to any measure extending 
the duration of parliament beyond its present maximum of five years, or to certain 
other specified measures. The two year interval, to be exact, must elapse between 
the date of the first occasion on which the bill receives its second reading in the 
Commons and the date of its final passage for the third time. The House of Com- 
mons is authorized to direct in any bill, if it so desires, that the measure shall not 
become law unless and until it receives the assent of the Lords. 
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Not, however, without a renewed flicker of resistance from the 
upper chamber which had to be cowed into submission by a threat 
to create new peers —as many as might be needed to pass the bill. 
In the end many of the opposition lords abstained from attendance 
and the measure passed by a rather narrow margin amid scenes 
of intense excitement. The Parliament Act of 1911 embodied the 
most important change that had been made in the constitution of 
Great Britain for more than three-quarters of a century. 

Proposals to change not only the powers but the composition 
of the House of Lords have been made on many occasions, espe- 
cialyl during the past half century. The British House of Lords is 
like the Supreme Court of the United States in that any unpopular 
action is promptly followed by a clamor for a change in its structure 
or authority. The rejection of various measures during the eight- 
een-nineties stirred up much popular antagonism among the Lib- 
erals, but when the Conservatives came forward with a proposal 
to decrease the hereditary element in the House of Lords by the 
introduction of life peerages the Liberals did not take kindly to 
the plan. Again, in 1908-1911, when the Lol-ds were in collision 
with the Liberal ministry, various other projects of reform were 
broached. The most notable of these was the Lansdowne plan 
which contemplated a House of about 330 members, partly of 
peers and partly of laymen, chosen by a rather complicated proc- 
ess.^ This was intended as an olive branch to the Liberals in the 
endeavor to halt the enactment of the Parliament Bill, but it was 
coldly rejected. Other proposals w^ere put forward from various 
sources and in the end a parliamentary committee or conference 
under the chairmanship of Lord Bryce was appointed to study 
them all. It consisted of thirty members drawn in equal numbers 
from the House of Lords and the House of Commons, and repre- 
senting all three political parties. 

This conference, in 1918, made a long report with some definite 
recommendations.*^ It recommended that the upper chamber be 

^ One hundred peers were to be chosen by the whole body of the peerage, one 
hundred persons w’-ere to be appointed by the crown either from the peerage or 
outside, one hundred and twenty persons were to be elected by members of the 
House of Commons sitting in regional groups. Five bishops W’ere to be chosen by 
the whole body of bishops. 

2 The report is printed in H. L. McBain and Lindsay Rogers, The New ConstitU'- 
tions of Europe (New York, 1922), pp. 576-601. A full discussion of its merits and 
defects may be found in H. B. Lees Smith, Second Chambers in Theory and in 
JPmc^^cc (London, 1924), pp. 216-235. 
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reduced m size and that it be constituted of two elements, one- 
third of the members chosen from the peerage and two-thirds by 
the House of Commons voting according to regional groups. The 
term of members was to be twelve years with one-third of the 
membership chosen quadrennially. In case of disagreement be- 
tween this second chamber and the House of Commons it was 
recommended that the matter be referred to a joint conference 
made up of thirty members from each chamber. This report met 
strong opposition, particularly against the proposal for settling 
disagreements by joint conference. 

Instead of urging these recommendations, therefore, the cabinet 
appointed a committee of its own members to consider the ciiiestioii 
and in 1922 five resolutions were submitted to the House of Lords 
for discussion.^ But the Lords displayed no enthusiasm for the 
ministry's plan and it also met with a rather frigid reception in the 
country at large. There was a feeling that it would be unwise to 
do any half-hearted reforming of the hereditary House, especially 
when such action involved an increase of its powers. At any rate 
the five resolutions were pigeonholed when the Lloyd George 
coalition ministry went out of office in 1922. 

There the matter has rested during the past ten years. The Con- 
servative ministry, while it was in power, promised to do something 
but did nothing. Two or three discussions of the question took 

1 The following were the resolutions: 

1. That this House shall be composed, in addition to peers of the blood royal, 
lords spiritual, and law lords, of: (a) members elected, either directly or indirectly, 
from the outside; (b) hereditary peers elected by their order, and (c) members 
nominated by the crown, the numbers in each case to be determined by statutel 

2. That, with the exception of peers of the blood royal and the law lords, every 
other member of the reconstituted and reduced House of Lords shall hold his seat 
for a term of years to be fixed by statute, but shall be eligible for retdection. 

3. That the reconstituted House of Lords shall consist approximately of 350 
members. 

4. That while the House of Lords shall not amend or reject money bills, the 
decision as to whether the bill is or is not a money bill, or is partly a money bill 
and partly not a money bill, shall be referred to a joint standing committee of 
the two Houses, the decision of which shall be final. That this joint standing 
committee shall be appointed at the beginning of each nmv parliament, and 
shall be composed of seven members of each House of Parliament, in addition to 
the Speaker of the House of Commons who shall be ex officio chairman of the 
committee. 

5. That the provisions of the Parliament Act, 1911, by which bills can be passed 
into law without the consent of the House of Lords during the course of a single 
parliament, shall not apply to any bill which alters or amends the constitution of 
the House of Lords as set out in these resolutions, or which in any w'ay changes the 
powers of the House of Lords as laid down in the Parliament Act and modified by 
these resolutions. 
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place in the House of Commons, the last one in the autumn of 1928. 
They resulted in no action. The Labor ministry has not felt able 
to undertake a reorganization of the Lords for two reasons: first, 
because it does not control a majority in the House of Commons 
but is dependent on the Liberals for its own continuance in office, 
and, second, because the Labor party cannot agree within its own 
ranks on a plan of reform. The radical wing of the party wants 
the upper House abolished altogether, while the more moderate 
faction is not ready to go so far. 

The composition of the House, accordingly, remains unchanged. 
It is not regarded as satisfactory even by the Lords themselves; 
on the other hand none of the proposed substitutes seems to prom- 
ise a great improvement. It is probably true, as John Bright once 
said, that a hereditary House of Peers cannot endure forever in a 
free country, yet it will remain until something to take its place is 
devised and adopted. Englishmen, as a rule, prefer to bear the 
ills they know than to fly to others they know not of. It is 
not possible to have an upper House constituted like the Senate 
of the United States or the German Reichsrat because Great 
Britain is not a federal state. The method used in constituting 
the French Senate would be practicable in Great Britain, but 
this body is not regarded by Englishmen as a model worth 
copying. 

Most people agree that an upper chamber in any well-organized 
government should serve as a check on the lower chamber, that it 
should provide a safeguard against hasty and ill-considered legis- 
lation. For that reason the members of the two chambers ought not 
to be chosen from the same districts in exactly the same way. On 
the other hand they ought not to be selected in such widely different 
ways that the two chambers will reflect irreconcilable points of view 
and get themselves into continual deadlocks. How to organize the 
two chambers on a different basis, yet on a basis not too different — 
that is a problem which Great Britain has not yet been able to 
solve. 

But why not abolish the upper House altogether and get along 
with a single chamber? The members of the Bryce Conference 
were unanimous in their belief that* such action would be unwise. 
They agreed that there are at least four distinct and essential 
functions that cannot be well performed save by a second chamber. 
These four functions are as follows: 
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1. The examination and revision of bills brought from the House of 
Commons, a function which has become more needed since, on many 
occasions during the last thirty years, the House of Commons has been 
obliged to act under special rules limiting debate. 

2 ! The initiation of bills dealing with subjects of a practically non- 
controversial character which naay have an easier passage through the 
House of Commons if they have been fully discussed and put into a well- 
considered shape before being submitted to it. 

3. The interposition of so much delay (and no more) in the passing of a 
bill into law as may be needed to enable the opinion of the nation to he 
adequately expressed upon it. This would be specially needed as regards 
bills which affect the fundamentals of the constitution or introduce new 
principles of legislation, or which raise issues whereon the opinion of the 
country may appear to be almost equally divided. 

4. Full and free discussion of large and important questions, such as 
those of foreign policy, at moments when the House of Commons may 
happen to be so much occupied that it cannot find sufficient time for them. 
Such discussions may often be all the more useful if conducted in an as- 
sembly whose debates and divisions do not involve the fate of executive 
government. 

The univer- Second chambers also have a pragmatic sanction. Every great 
secon/^ legislature in the world is bicameral The same is true of legis- 

chambers. lative organization in the smaller countries of Europe. The only 

important exception is Jugoslavia. There are two chambers in 
each of the British dominions and in all the states of the American 
union. An arrangement so nearly universal must have unquestion- 
able merits. 

Nobody and Englishmen are in the habit of saying that the House of Lords 

everybody, Nobody while the House of Commons represents Every- 

body. But if the House of Lords were “reformed^' and given a 
representative character the situation would be different. Then 
it would represent Somebody. Like the American Senate it would 
attempt to take a coordinate share in legislation. The House of 
Commons would no longer have supremacy; it wmuld merely be 
part of a system of checks and balances. Naturally the Commons 
does not wmnt a reform of that sort. It does not desire to build up 
a competitor of its own kind. “ I don't want to say a w^ord against 
brains/' says one of the characters in lolanthe, “but wuth a House 
of Lords composed exclusively of people of intellect, what's to 
become of the House of Commons?" That, indeed, is what the 
commoners are worrying about. 

So the strength of the House of Lords, paradoxical as it may 
sound, arises from its weakness. By becoming weaker it has grown 
strong. At best it can now delay legislation; it can no longer 
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thwart the will of the popular House. With its fangs drawn 15 is 
no longer a naenace to democracy, hence the need for refonning the 
Lords has lost some of its force. It is an anomaly, of course, that 
so small a body as the British peerage should bulk so large in the 
affairs of a great nation, but no American need cross the Atlantic 
to find anomalies in an upper chamber. That one duke should 
have the equivalent of a thousand votes cast by plain citizens is an 
absurdity, to be sure, but it is just as absurd that Nevada, with 
a population of eighty thousand should have the same representa- 
tion in the Senate as New York with ten million. Americans will 
retort, of course, that this is because it is so stipulated in the con- 
stitution of the United States, to which Englishmen will reply 
that the hereditary structure of the House of Lords has been em- 
bedded in the constitution of Great Britain for ten times as long. 

Let us not become perturbed when we find anomalies in the 
structure of any government. It is anomalous that people who ronism. 
live in Washington should never get a chance to vote — for anybody, 
anytime; but Washington is nevertheless the best-governed large 
city in the United States. So with the House of Lords. The true 
test of an upper chamber is not what it is but what it does. We 
may pocket the offense which it gives to our current conceptions 
of democracy if it successfully performs those functions which an 
upper chamber is assumed to perform. As Richard S. Childs once 
said, “the test of a democracy is whether it democs.” 

The essential functions which a second chamber ought to perform General 
have been stated in the preceding pages. To what extent does the th?House 
House of Lords perform them satisfactorily? On the whole it ap- Lords, 
pears to be doing this fairly well. It examines and revises non- 
financial measures. It insists, when the occasion arises, that ample 
time be given for a full public discussion of such bills before they 
become part of the law of the land. It compels sober second thought 
and gives opportunity for passions to subside. It says, now and 
then, to the House of Commons : The opinion of the country seems 
to be about equally divided on this matter. Suppose you hold up 
the bill until the people have a chance to discuss it further.” It is 
rarely alleged in England, as it is so often in the United States, 
that measures are railroaded through. On the other hand the 
House of Lords has not shown itself disposed, during recent years, 
to go beyond its province and obstruct the passage of measures 
which the country is clearly in a mood to accept. It has accepted 
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the diminution of its powers with as good grace as one might expect 
peers of: the -realm to show. Its members no longer feeMrritated 
because great questions of public policy are virtually being settled 
by the House of Commons alone. To quote once more those 
amusing musical interpreters of the British constitution^ Messrs. 
Gilbert and Sullivan, ''they do not itch to interfered^ 

The procedure followed by the House of Lords in considering 
the various measures which come before it is different from that 
of the Commons. In the Lords there are no standing committees for 
public bills. All bills, after two formal readings, are debated in 
Committee of the Whole House before being read a third time. 
Debates in the House of Lords, when they take place, cannot be 
shut off by using the closure. If amendments are adopted in the 
upper House, the measure goes back to the Commons for concur- 
rence. Then the Commons either agrees to the amendments, or 
insists on its own way, or some compromise is reached by an in- 
formal conference. Failing this, the bill is deemed to have been 
rejected, and the Commons must then decide whether the measure 
is of sufficient importance to warrant its repassage in accordance 
with the procedure laid down by the Parliament Act. 

There is a common impression that the House of Lords, being 
composed for the most part of men who have inherited their titles, 
is inferior to the House of Commons in the quality of its member- 
ship. Taking the entire personnel of the two chambers and strik- 
ing an average, this impression may be correct, but if one were to 
select, let us say, the fifty ablest members of the Lords and set 
them alongside an equal number of the best drawn from the Com- 
mons, the Lords would not suffer by the comparison. The upper 
House contains in its ranks some of the foremost statesmen, jurists, 
theologians, scholars, bankers, and industrial magnates of the 
kingdom. Many of its members have been trained by long years of 
service in the diplomatic corps, in India, or in the colonies. These 
are the men who do the business of the House. Of course there are 
numerous peers, hundreds of them, who possess neither ability, 
interest, nor experience in public affairs; but most of these spend 
their hours elsewhere. They rarely darken the doors at West- 
minster, or if they do, they are wholly inactive in the proceedings. 
The peers who regularly warm the red benches and speak the mind 
of the upper House are men who have graduated from the Com- 
mons, or who have administered imperial dominions, who have sat 
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in cabinets or administered dioceses or presided in high courts or 
gained their peerages by some other form of conspicuous service. 

Is there an upper house in any other country that has included A part of 
among its members during the past thirty years an abler or more 
striking array than is represented by Salisbury, Lansdowne, Grey, 

Balfour, Asquith, Birkenhead, Reading, Tennyson, Kelvin, Bryce, 

Playfair, Lister, Cromer, Milner, Curzon, Haldane, Kitchener, 
Rothschild, Beaverbrook, NorthclilEPe, and Passfield? Some of 
these, it is true, did not take much part in the debates, for -they 
were not politicians in any sense of the term. But the mere pres- 
ence of these names on the roll of the House would at least seem 
to indicate that the chamber which some Englishmen (and most 
Americans) would promptly abolish is not without its quota of 
brains and versatility. A few years ago a visitor to the galleries 
might have observed, sitting on the benches not far apart, the 
three proconsuls, Curzon, Cromer, and Milner. One had been 
viceroy of India; one was the maker of modern Egypt; the third 
had been governor-general of South Africa. Can anyone doubt 
that a discussion of colonial problems, participated in by these 
men, would be worth listening to? It is not without reason that 
the House of Lords has sometimes been called ^Hhe Westminster 
Abbey of living celebrities. 

So while the House of Lords is unrepresentative in the usual 
sense of the term it is not altogether unrepresentative of the best 
in British national life — in industry, finance, agriculture, commerce, 
law, religion, and scholarship. There are plenty of peers with third- 
fate intellects, but most of them stay away from parliament. 

There are also, by the way, some men with h<5ads of adamant in 
the Senate of the United States, — but they do not have the grace 
to stay uncounted when the roll is called. 


The most convenient source or information concerning the early develop- 
ment of the upper chamber of Great Britain are Luke 0. Pike's Consiitu-- 
tioiial History of the House of Lords (London, 1894), the same author’s 
Political History of the House of Lords (London, 1901), and A. S. Turber- 
ville’s The House of Lords (Oxford, 1927). Holland and May, Constitutional 
History of England (new edition, 3 vols., London, 1912), contains much 
that is interesting on the later period. A brief general survey may be found 
in Sir William Anson, Law and Custom of the Constitution (fifth edition, 
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Oxford, 1922), pp. 200-241. The clashes between Lords and Commons 
during the past hundred years are described in G. Lowes Dickinson, 
Development of Parliament during the Nineteenth Century (London, 1895), 
also in J. H. Morgan, The Home of Lords and the Constitution (London, 
1910), in Ramsay Muir, Pe&rs and Bureaucrats (London, 1910), and in 
H. Jones, Liberalism and the Home of Lords (London, 1912). A volume by 
Adrian Wartner on The Lords: their History a7id Powers, with Special 
Reference to Money Bills (London, 1910) is useful on the particular phase 
of the subject with which it deals. 

On matters relating to the legal status of the peerage the standard work 
is F. B. Palmer, Peerage Law in England (London, 1907). Mention should 
also be made of Erskine May, Trcnfe on the Law, Privileges and Usages of 
Parliament (12th edition, London, 1917). A. P. Burke’s Genealogical a/nd 
Heraldic History of the Peerage and Baronetage, commonly cited as Burke’s 
Peerage,” gives detailed information concerning all holders of titles. 

Brief discussions of the House of Lords, its composition, powers, and 
influence, may be found in Anson’s Law and Custom of the Constihdm^^^^ 
Vol. I, chap, v; Lowell’s Government of England, Vol. I, chaps, xxi and 
xxia; Marriott’s Mechanism of the Modern State, Vol. I, chap, xv, and the 
same author’s E^iglish Political Institutions, chaps, vi-vii; Ogg’s EngUsh 
Gove/i'mnent and Politics, chaps, xiv-xv; and Courtneys Working Cofi-' 
stitution of the Uiiited Kingdom, etidvp.yii. 

The various proposals to reform the House of Lords are dealt with in 
W. S. McKechnie, T/ie Reform of the House of Lords (Glasgow, 1909); 
W. L. Wilson, The Case for the House of Lords (London, 1910); and the 
Report of the Conference on the Reform of the Second Chamber (1918), com- 
monly known as the Bryce Report. 

Discussions concerning the purpose and value of an upper house may be 
found in Sir J. A. R. Marriott’s Second Chambers (Oxford, 1910); H. B; 
Lees-Smith’s Second Chambers in Theory and Practice (London, 1923); 
G. B. Roberts, The Functions of an English Second Chamber (London, 
1926); Ramsay Muir, How Britain is Governed (New' York, 1929), chap, 
vii; H. W. V. Temperley, Senates and Upper Chambers (London, 1910); 
and in the volume by H. L. McBain and Lindsay Rogers on the New 
Constitutions of Europe (New York, 1922). The chapter on this subject in 
J. S. Mill’s Representative Government is still wmrth reading although it was 
written many years ago. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE SUFFRAGE IN GREAT BRITAIN 

Let the idng consult his realm, give it equal dealing, 

Listen to the common voice, catch the public feeling. 

—Translation of a Thirteenth Century Political Ballad, 

The ideally best form of government is that in which the sovreignt}'', or 
supreme controlling power in the last resort, is vested in the entire aggregate of 
the community . — John Stuart Mill, 

In the second book of the Iliad, when the steadfast Ulysses 
sought to influence his followers, he addressed their leaders with 
his /^winged words.” He did not argue with the rank and file. It 
would have been a waste of his fiery rhetoric. But the modern 
statesman cannot confine his preachments to the leaders of the 
people; he must go directly to the people themselves and endeavor 
to mould the public mind by appeals to reason, emotion, or preju- 
dice as the occasion may require. For the development of universal 
suffrage has made the will of the people supreme. 

A history of the suffrage would be a history of government,' 
indeed a history of civilization. If it takes two stout volumes to 
explain how a part of the world has voted, ^ it would require a dozen 
to describe how the whole world has done it at the various stages 
in its history. From the time when the children of Israel refused 
to obey the voice of Samuel and shouted with one voice, Nay, 
but we will have a king over us,” to the constitutional referenda 
of the twentieth century there is material for a long story, much 
too long for narration in these busy days. 

But if anybody with an antiquarian turn of mind desires to 
study the evolution of the suffrage from primitive times to the 
present, no country would afford him a better field for this purpose 
than Great Britain. Men have been voting in that kingdom, under 
a variety of conditions and restrictions, for more than a thousand 
years. There has been no break in this continuity, even during 
epochs of civil war and revolution. Representative institutions 

^ Charles Seymour and Donald P. Frary, How the World Votes (2 vols., Spring- 
field, Mass., 1918). 
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passed out of existence in the great countries of the Continent 
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries but in Britain 
they hung on, although at times by a rather precarious grip. There 
has never been a single year, from the time of Alfred the Great 
to the present day, in which Englishmen did not elect somebody 
to represent them somewhere— in township-mote or county court, 
in borough council or House of Commons. 

In Saxon times the right to a voice in the Witan was restricted 
to the magnates of the realm. In the local councils, however (the 
township- and shire-motes), the free man who was not of noble rank 
obtained recognition. He attended the one in person and was rep- 
resented in the other by men of his own choice. In that sense man- 
hood suffrage existed in England from earliest da3^s. But no one 
looked upon representation as a right in those da}^s. If any king 
of Saxon England had set out to compel his people to be repre- 
sented in the Witan, he would probably have had a rebellion on 
his hands. 

The coming of the Normans altered many features of English 
government but left the system of representation substantial!}^ 
unchanged. The Norman great council, like the Saxon Witan, \vas 
composed of earls, barons, bishops and abbots; of great men only, 
each of whom came in reponse to the ro3ral summons. In the town- 
ship and county courts (or councils) the Saxon practice of personal 
attendance and of representation on the part of all the freemen 
was continued. But it was somewhat impaired, so far as the town- 
ship was concerned, by the growth of feudalism which converted 
many of the old Saxon townships into manors and manorial bor- 
oughs. William the Conqueror rewarded his followers by giving 
them large estates which often comprised several towmships. In 
such cases the township-mote became a manorial court, presided 
over by the lord^s bailiff. In the manorial boroughs, likewise, the 
authority of the lord replaced that of the freemen. It w’-as not until 
the boroughs began to obtain their charters in the twelfth and 
thirteenth centuries that the freemen of the towns once more ob- 
tained control of their own town government. 

Mention has already been made of the fact that knights of the 
shire, chosen by the representatives of the freeholders in the county 
court, were summoned to the great council at various times during 
the thirteenth century and that these county representatives be- 
came in time a regular element in parliament. It will also be re- 
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called that the boroughs were summoned to send representatives 
to parliament and that these borough representatives combined 
with the knights of the shires to form the House of Commons. 

The knights were chosen at the meetings of the county court by 
the common assent of all the freeholders of the county; the bor- 
ough representatives were elected by all the burgesses or freemen 
of the borough. British parliamentary suffrage began, therefore, 
on a basis that was at least democratic in theory, with no precise 
distinction between the qualifications for voting in counties and 
boroughs. This was not the result of a revolution in 1215 or at any 
other date. The Great Charter may have been revolutionary in 
some of its provisions but it extended the suffrage to nobody who 
did not have it before. The right of the freeman to have a voice 
in the election of his local rulers far antedated the victory of the 
barons over John Lackland. It was, in theory at least, the earliest 
basis of English local government. 

But the suffrage did not forever remain democratic, even in The reac- 
theory. In the reign of Henry VI (1429) provision was made that 
none should vote in the counties except those who held freehold 
land with a rental value of at least forty shillings per year. This 
was a sweeping disfranchisement inasmuch as many freehold 
estates, perhaps the majority of them, had a rental value of less 
than forty shillings. The forty-shilling-freeholder, however, 
determined the election of members of the House of Commons in 
the counties of England from that date to the passage of the Great 
Eeform Act in 1832. 

Meanwhile the suffrage in the towns was also narrowed, although How the 
not as a result of any special enactment. The theory that every 
freeman had a right to vote remained in existence, but the defini- 
tion of a freeman became steadily less comprehensive. In some 
towns the list of freemen was confined to those who held land 
under certain forms of tenure, or who paid certain forms of local 
taxation. In others it was whittled down to gild-members or mem- 
bers of certain industrial organizations. In some boroughs, indeed, 
men could only acquire “the freedom of the town” by being born 
the son of a freeman, or by marrying a freeman^s daughter, or by 
paying a fee into the town treasury. In very few towns were the 
requirements exactly alike; each developed its own rules, prece- 
dents, and practice. But in general, during the interval between 
the fifteenth and the nineteenth centuries, the borough suffrage 
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everywhere grew more restricted; this development being assisted 
by the king who desired to control the House of Commons and 
found that towns with few voters could be more easily controlled 
than those which had a large number. 

Now it may seem at first glance surprising that the masses of 
the people, both in country and town, should have permitted the 
franchise to be so easily taken away from them. But this is only 
because in the twentieth century people have come to look upon 
the suffrage as something worth fighting for. Nobody looked upon 
it in that light five hundred years ago. No salaries were then paid 
to members of parliament from the national treasury; each county 
or town had to defray the cost of its own representation. Often 
the election went to anyone who could be induced to pay his own 
expenses. Sometimes there w^as great difficulty in getting anybody 
to do this. Hence towns occasionally sent petitions to the king 
asking that they be relieved of the burden of sending representa- 
tives to parliament. Much oratory has been spilled in declamations 
about the way ^^our Anglo-Saxon forefathers fought for the right 
to vote,” but the sober prose of it is that nobody thought the right 
to vote worth fighting for until about a hundred years ago, 

It was only when the House of Commons began to get the upper 
hand in government that representation in it came to be looked 
upon as a privilege. Meanwhile the suffrage requirements had be- 
come chaotic. In the counties every forty-shilling-freeholder Was 
entitled to vote, but there were many different forms of freehold 
tenure. In some towns the right to vote had been granted to nearly 
all the adult male inhabitants; in others not one per cent of the 
population were “freemen of the town.” In some boroughs the 
suffrage included all ^^pot-wallGpers,” that is, all adult males ‘who 
had possession of any premises in wffiich food could be cooked. So 
it often happened that when a man’s house burned down he left 
the chimney standing and on the eve of an election might be seen 
kindling a fire in it as evidence of his political qualification. In 
others none but members of the municipal corporation could vote. 
Membership in this corporation might be obtained by birth, by 
marriage, by purchase, by grant,— in a dozen different ways. 
Every town was a law unto itself. Whether a man could vote de- 
pended on where he lived. 

Representation in the House of Commons, moreover, was not 
distributed according to population; every county and every bor- 
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ough, whatever its size, had two members. Under these conditions 
it is a mere figure of speech to say that the House of Commons, 
prior to the great reform of 1832, represented the people of Great 
Britain. The total population of Great Britain and Ireland in 1831 
was about twenty-four millions, of whom more than five millions 
would have been entitled to vote under a system of universal 
suffrage. As a matter of fact the number of those who actually 
possessed the suffrage was less than a million, and probably a good 
deal less. England during the first quarter of the nineteenth cen- 
tury was not a democracy in fact. Nor was the United States for 
that matter. Both countries were governed by the upper classes 
of society. As Blackstone put it, England was ruled by “the gentle- 
men of the kingdom,” thus making it (to use his words) a govern- 
ment “wisely contrived and highly finished.” ^ 

The worst feature of English government at this time was not inequality 
the narrowness or diversity of the suffrage but the gross inequality tatfonTn^^* 
of the counties and towns which sent two members each to parlia- 
ment. No general redistribution of seats had been made for a long 
time. Meanwhile some boroughs and counties had stood still or 
diminished in population, while others had greatly increased. The 
Industrial Revolution, with its introduction of steam power and 
smoke-belching factories had changed the face of the country. 

It drew off population from some rural districts until they had 
almost no inhabitants at all; on the other hand it crowded tens of 
thousands into the newer factory towns such as Manchester, Bir- 
mingham, Leeds, and Sheffield. Yet the depopulated boroughs kept 
sending members to parliament while the new centers of popula- 
tion got no increased representation and in some instances had no 
representatives at all. This was not the result of a sinister design 
on anybody's part ; it was merely the product of the great economic 
change. Population had shifted; the distribution of seats in parlia- 
ment had not. It was the old story of laws and political institu- 
tions failing to realize that a new era had come. 

The result was a horde of “ rotten boroughs ” and “unfranchised The 
cities ” all over the country. The former were old towns from which 
the inhabitants had departed, leaving only the ruins of theii\ 
homes and the graveyard behind them. What had been thriving 
villages at the beginning of the eighteenth century were being 

^ See the panegyric on the government of England which concludes Book iv of 
Blackstone’s 
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turned into sheep farms at the .end of it —raising wool for the new 
steam factories. ''The shepe have become such greate devowerers 
, and so wilde'^' lamented one writer of the timej "that they pluck 
up and swallow down, the very men themselves.’^ Old Sarum, was 
the classic example of these blighted constituencies,, a flourishing 
place in older days, which began to slip during the eighteenth 
century and drifted into the nineteenth without a single house 
inhabited. It had 'Seven “freemen,” however,— all of them non- 
residents, and these seven retained the right to, elect two members ,■ 
of parliament. They did it, of course, from among themselves. 
The borough of Corfe Castle was another ghost of a constituency ; 
on the eve of the great reform it consisted of a ruined manor house 
and a few dilapidated outbuildings. The owners of this ramshackle 
property likewise elected a brace of members to the House of Com- 
mons. 

The borough of Downton lived up to its name, for it was deep 
down and entirely under water, the sea having swept over it and 
made it an uninhabitable salt-marsh; but this catastrophe did not 
mean that Downton stopped sending members to parliament. A 
few non-resident freemen attended to that. Malmesbury had 
thirteen voters, no one of whom could read or w’rite. They voted 
by a show of hands. The Scottish constituency of Bute, however, 
was the prize pocket borough of them all. Its voters’ list con- 
tained one name. On election day this lone voter regularly ap- 
peared at the polling place, called the roll, answered to his own 
name, moved and seconded his own nomination, put the question 
to the vote, and was unanimously elected a member of parliament. 

These decayed boroughs naturally fell a prey to speculators who 
bought them for the sole purpose of controlling the representation. 
In this way a parliamentary bootlegger sometimes managed to get 
a half dozen or more seats into his possession. These seats became 
his "patronage ” to sell or give away as he saw fit. Hence the origin 
of a term which has passed into the political vernacular of all 
English-speaking peoples. There is not much difference, in fact, 
between the English patron of a century ago and the American 
political boss of to-day. Often the patron had an eye to profit and 
put up the seats for sale to the highest bidder. This was not done 
sub rosa, but by open advertisement in the newspapers. There 
was a great demand for these seats, especially among the " nabobs ” 
as they were called, men who had returned from India after making ' 
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their fortunes.^ By spirited bidding they ran the prices up to a 
high figure and sometimes as much as three thousand pounds had 
to be paid for the privilege of writing M,P., after a bourgeois 
name. The House of Commons, as the best club in London/^ 
afforded an opportunity for social advancement. Lord Chester- 
field in his famous letters to his son (1767) expressed disgust that 
even noble lords were profiteering in the sale of their pocket bor- 
oughs. Still, some very able men got their start in politics by the 
favor of patrons — as they have often done in America through the 
favor of bosses. William Pitt entered the House of Commons as 
member-designate for a pocket borough; so did Charles James Fox. 

It should not be imagined, of course, that the majority of the 
members in the House of Commons, prior to 1832, were chosen in 
this way. But the proportion was sufficiently large to give these 
patrons the balance of power. It enabled them to block every 
project for widening the suffrage or redistributing the seats. More- 
over, in counties and boroughs where the electorate was too large 
to be controlled by a patron, there was a great deal of open brib- 
ery. Some wealthy outsider, seeking to capture the seat, would 
come in with his gold. The voters would hold off until they got 
their price. The polling extended over a week or more and in a 
close election the price usually went a little higher each day. In 
the last hours of the polling it sometimes rose to twenty or thirty 
pounds per vote. A /Treeman of the town'^ who sold his vote at 
the top of the market had no need to work for a living during the 
rest of the year. ^^The House of Commons,” said Pitt, not 
representative of the people of Great Britain; it is representative 
of nominal boroughs, of ruined and exterminated towns, of noble 
families, of wealthy individuals, and of foreign potentates.” This, 
by the way, was the House of Commons which passed the Stamp 
Act, placed the taxes on tea, attempted to coerce the colonies, and 
provoked the American Revolution. 

The movement for a reform of the suffrage and for a redistri- 
bution of seats began as early as 1775, but for various reasons it 
made slow progress. The excesses of the French Revolution gave 
it a setback. Then, for a dozen years, Europe was convulsed by the 
great conflict with Napoleon, and it was not until after the Corsi- 
can had been safely caged at St. Plelena that the people of Great 
Britain could give due thought to their own domestic problems. 

^ See also below ^ chap, xviii. 
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The close of the Napoleonic War was immediately followed, more- 
over, by a wave of conservatism, a resurgence of autocracy such as 
invariably follows a great war. The ten years following 1815 were 
not favorable for the launching of political reforms. England was 
tired of continental turmoils, anxious to live in tranquillity within 
her own sea-girt bounds, anxious to build up her own industry, and 
disinclined to do anything rash. Reform had to await a change in 
the national temper. 

Great wars are followed by conservative reactions but they also 
create problems of economic and social reconstruction which 
cannot be solved by reactionaries. England after 1815 had become 
an industrialized country with her millions of people huddling 
together in mushroom factory towns. Yet the authorities did not 
sense the fact that this reorientation meant new needs, new prob- 
lems, new laws, new politics. Hence there was no town planning, 
no provision for water supply or sanitation, no serious attempt to 
prevent overcrowding in the houses occupied by the workers. The 
hours of labor were long and the pay was low. Women and chil- 
dren in large numbers were required to work under conditions 
which menaced the future of the race. A few social and economic 
reformers cried out in protest against the existing conditions, but 
they were looked upon as wild asses of the desert. (The pioneers 
in great reforms usually are.) Nevertheless they kept on and soon 
aroused a far-reaching popular demand for laws in the interest of 
the factory worker, for a readjustment of the tax burdens which 
the war had imposed, and for an improvement in the conditions of 
urban life. To this clamor the unreformed House of Commons 
made no response, hence it gradually dawned upon the people that 
no program of social or economic betterment could be put into 
effect until parliament had itself been reconstructed. Political 
reform, in other words, must come first. 

Political reconstruction, however, was not an easy thing to 
achieve, for the obstacles were great. Peers and patrons were in 
the way. The inherent conservatism of the middle-class English- 
man, his fondness for old traditions, his aversion to drastic changes 
— these were hard to overcome. The movement for political re- 
form did not show much progress until 1830 when, by a fortunate 
combination of circumstances, a Whig ministry came into power. 
The next year it ventured to bring in a reform bill. The House of 
Commons passed it; the Lords threw it out; the Commons passed 
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it again. A bitter conflict then ensued between the two chambers 
and the issue was for a time in doubt. In some countries such an 
impasse might have led to civil war. But ultimately the Lords 
gave way and the Great Reform Act of 1832 went on the statute 
book. A revolution in the spirit of English government was ac- 
complished without firing a shot. 

The Act of 1832 is perhaps the most important statute ever 
passed by the British parliament. First of all it dealt with the 
redistribution of seats. The act did not provide for a general 
redistricting, nor did it adjust representation to the number of 
voters in each district, but it cleared away the most glaring in- 
equalities. The rotten boroughs and pocket boroughs were for the 
most part obliterated from the list of constituencies. Some of the 
smaller boroughs were consolidated while others had their repre- 
sentation reduced from two members to one. In this way nearly 
one hundred and fifty seats were gained for distribution among 
the more populous new towns and counties. The act gave at least 
one representative to every populous community. 

In the second place the Great Reform Act overhauled the suf- 
frage requirements. Parliament might have taken this opportunity 
to make the suffrage uniform in both counties and boroughs, but 
did not do so. The old distinction between county and borough 
suffrage w^as retained. In the counties the franchise was extended 
to include not only the forty-shilling-freeholders but tenants of 
lands having certain higher rental values. In the towns a uniform 
suffrage was substituted for the old diversity of requirements, by 
enfranchising all ^^rate-paying occupants who were assessed on a 
rental value of ten pounds or more per annum,’’ in other words any 
occupant of premises having an assessed rental value of a dollar 
a week or thereabouts. But it did not extend the suffrage to lodgers, 
or those who merely rented furnished rooms, hence it went con- 
siderably short of full manhood suffrage. Still it is estimated that 
the Act of 1832 added more than half a million voters to the lists, 
thus nearly doubling the total number. 

While this measure quieted public clamor for the moment, it 
did not bring the reform movement to an end. The constituencies 
were still uneven; the secret ballot had not yet come into use; elec- 
tions continued to extend over several days; and electoral cor- 
ruption was still prevalent. Groups of militant reformers known 
as Chartists kept up a spectacular campaign for a new Magna 
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Garta, a new charter of liberties which would guarantee manhood 
suffrage, equal constituencies, the secret ballot, annual elections, 
and other democratic reforms. Chartism did not succeed in its 
program, but the drift of public sentiment eventually became 
strong enough to compel a further widening of the suffrage. Strange 
to say, the Conservatives were the ones who started the Second 
Reform Act of 1867, a measure introduced by the Disraeli cabinet. 
This adroit Jewish premier hijacked the Liberals of their best 
political ammunition. 

The Act of 1867 provided for a further redistribution of seats 
by taking members from the smaller constituencies and giving 
them to the larger ones. It also extended the suffrage in both 
counties and boroughs, more particularly by including all '^ten 
pound lodgers'' in the borough lists. ^ Although this extension 
stopped short of manhood suffrage, it added almost a million voters 
to the electoral lists, or about twice as many as had been ad- 
mitted by the Great Reform Act of thirty-five years before. 

Much tinkering with the electoral laws took place during the 
next two decades, mostly in attempts to remedy specific defects 
in the electoral system. The secret ballot w'as brought into use 
(1872); the practice of keeping the polls open for a whole week 
was abolished and elections were confined in each constituency to a 
single day. Finally, a drastic law for the suppresssion of corrupt 
practices was enacted (1883). A further extension of the suffrage 
was granted in 1884 and a considerable redistribution of seats took 
place in 1885. 

From this latter date to the close of the world war there were 
no considerable changes in the system of electing members to 
parliament. Voting continued to be related, in some way or other, 
to the ownership or occupancy of property. But this was not so 
undemocratic an arrangement as it sounds, because owners, occu- 
pants, and lodgers constitute the great majority of the adult male 
population in any country. On the other hand the requirement 
that every voter should be an owner, a tenant, or a lodger, did 
disfranchise a good many farm laborers, domestic servants (coach- 
men, butlers, etc.), as well as sailors and other persons whose 
occupations required them to move about frequently from place 
to place. It is estimated that about two million names were kept 

^Tbat is, lodgers paying at least ten pounds a year as rental for their lodg- 
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off the lists in this way. Moreover none of these electoral reform 
acts gave the suffrage to women. 

There was a movement for woman suffrage in Great Britain 
before the outbreak of the world war, but it had made little head- 
way. During the war, however, it gained strength by reason of 
the willingness with which thousands of British women went to 
work in munition factories, thus releasing large numbers of men 
for active military service. Public opinion swung over to the view 
that the women whose sacrifices helped to save England ought to 
be given a share in governing England. Yet it did not seem wise 
to precipitate a controversy over this issue while the war was rag- 
ing. So the problem of settling the basis of a new electoral law 
wdiich would grant equal suffrage and make various other changes 
without starting a controversy in parliament was referred to a large 
conference representing all the political parties and presided over 
by the speaker of the House of Commons. This conference agreed 
on a report, some provisions of w^hich were in the way of compro- 
mises to secure unanimity. On the basis of this report a new elec- 
toral law w^as drafted. 

This statute, which passed parliament without difficulty, is 
known as the Representation of the People Act (1918).^ While 
primarily a measure for widening the suffrage it provided also for 
a slight increase in the size of the House of Commons and for a 
rearrangement of the constituencies. The membership of the 
House had stood for many years at 670, which made it second only 
to the House of Lords as the largest legislative chamber in any 
country. Nevertheless it was now increased to 707, the additional 
seats being distributed to those parts of the kingdom in which the 
population had most rapidly increased. (By the creation of the 
Irish Free State, however, the size of the House has now been re- 
duced to 615.) The old distinction between county and borough 
constituencies was retained, but the suffrage qualifications were 

^ 8 George V, c. 64-65. A supplementary statute, known as the Representation 
of the People Act, No. 2 (10 & 11 George V, c. 35), was passed in 1920. It will be 
noted that the English practice is to designate acts of parliament by titles which 
give a clue to their contents. Thus, the Housing of the Working Classes Act, the 
Defence of the Realm Act, the Government of Ireland Act, the Government of 
India Act, and so on. To the student of political history this has an obvious ad- 
vantage over the American plan of tagging measures with the names of congressmen. 
Such designations as the Sherman Act, the Adamson Law, the Volstead Act, the 
Esch-Cummins Law, the Mann Act, etc., convey no intimation as to what the law 
deals with. 
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now (for the first time) made absolutely uniform in both. Hence 
the distinction between county constituencies and borough con- 
stituencies is no longer of any practical importance. A borough 
member is one who represents a large town or city; a county 
member is one who represents a group of smaller towns, villages, 
and rural districts. But both are chosen at the same time, in the 
same way, and by the same suffrage. Each county and borough 
member represents approximately the same number of people. 
The present quota is about 70,000. In the United States the quota 
for each congressional district is about 275,000. Hence a congress- 
man represents on the average nearly four times as many people 
as a member of parliament. 

The main provisions of the Act of 1918, ho^vever, did not relate 
to seats but to suffrage. The franchise was widened so that it now 
includes every male British subject twenty-one years of age and 
over, who has lived in any constituency or in an adjoining constit- 
uency for at least six months prior to the compilation of the voters^ 
lists, is entitled to be enrolled as a voter. Or, if he occupies an 
office, shop, or any other business premises in the constituency, 
he may be enrolled as a voter though he is not an actual resident.^ 
But the act put a limit on plural voting. Prior to 1918 a man who 
occupied property in several constituencies could vote in each of 
them, and as the elections were not held in all the constituencies 
on a single day he could travel around from one place to another in 
time to cast his ballot in each. Thus it sometimes happened that 
a man who had an office in London, a summer cottage in Brighton, 
a shooting lodge in Scotland, and a country house in Surrey could 
qualify as a voter on each of these premises and cast several ballots 
at a general election. This is no longer possible. No one. under 
®y.cixnumstances, may now, .vote in more than tw^o constituencies. 
I£he be an occupant in one constituency and a> resident in another, 

In addition, all British subjects who hold degrees (except hon- 
orary degrees) from certain universities are entitled to cast their 
ballots for the election of those members of parliament wdio repre- 
sent the universities (see pp. 146-147), and may also vote in the 
constituencies where they reside; but in that case they may not 

^ The premises must have a rental value of at least ten pounds per annum, that 
is, a little more than four dollars per month. 

^ A resident is one who actually lives in a place ; an occupant does not live on the 
premises — as in the case of an office or factory. 
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also claim qualification as occupants of business property. Thus 
the principle of one man, one vote,” is not yet established in 
Great Britain although as a matter of fact the great majority of 
the electors have one vote only. The number of those who are en- 
titled to a second vote under the existing laws is considerable, 
but it forms a very small fraction of the total electorate and many 
of those who possess the right do not exercise it. 

The question of woman suffrage gave the parliamentary leaders 
a great deal of difficulty in 1918. Logic seemed to dictate that if 
women were admitted to the suffrage, they should be admitted on 
equal terms with men. But even logic has to reckon with the 
realities, and everyone knew that Great Britain had suffered a 
serious reduction in man-power by reason of the war. If the two 
sexes were placed on an equality, therefore, the women w^ould 
considerably outnumber the men on the voting lists. Even those 
who favored woman suffrage were not sure that the creation of a 
preponderantly feminine electorate would be a wise action to take 
at a time when the nation was still in the throes of a struggle for 
existence (February, 1918) with the outcome of the war still in 
doubt. 

After much deliberation, therefore, a compromise between logic 
and the interests of British man-power was reached by the estab- 
lishment of a twofold restriction on woman suffrage. First, it was 
provided that women should not be eligible to vote until the age 
of thirty, and second, that they must either be occupants of prop- 
erty or wives of occupants. The Act of 1918 further arranged that 
a woman over thirty years of age, if a business occupant in one 
constituency and residing in another, might vote in both, as in the 
case of male voters. Moreover it gave women university graduates 
an additional vote on the same terms with men. 

The action of parliament in providing an age differential for 
the safeguarding of political masculinity was of course not alto- 
gether satisfying to the woman suffrage organizations of Great 
Britain. Hardly was the ink on the statute dry when they began 
their agitation for an amendment to this compromise provision. 
The old guard of anti-suffragists put up a hard fight against votes 
for flappers” as they called it, but unavailingly, for in 1928 an 
equal franchise bill was brought in by a Gpn^^ ministry 

and passed both Houses. The voting age for women was reduced to 
twenty-one and all other legal differentiation between male and 
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female suffrage was swept away. Five million more names w^ere 
thus put on the parliamentary voters^ lists, bringing the total 
electorate up to about twenty-seven millions or more than half 
the entire population. In this entire body of voters the wmmen 
outnumber the men by about two millions. 

In the United States the same suffrage requirements are estab- 
lished for national, state, and municipal elections; but in Great 
Britain this is not yet the case. The voters^ lists used in parlia- 
mentary electidns vary somewhat from those used in municipal 
elections. In national elections there is virtually universal suffrage 
as in the United States, wdth the customary qualification of citi- 
zenship and residence; but in^ municipal elections the suffrage is 
still hitched up with ownership or occupancy. No one is eligible 
to vote at these elections unless he (or she) is an owner or occupant 
of some premises or the husband or wife of an owmer pr occupant. 
Hence it is that a man (or woman) may be a parliamentary voter 
but not a municipal voter, for the local suffrage is more restricted 
than the national. 

There are certain disqualifications which render both men and 
women ineligible to be enrolled as voters at parliamentary elec- 
tions. The list of disqualifications is sometimes facetiously stated 
to include “criminals, idiots, aliens, paupers, and peers. Crimi- 
nals and idiots, while confined in public institutions, are not per- 
mitted to vote. Nor may anyone be enrolled unless he is a British 
subject by birth or naturalization. The term British subject, how- 
ever, includes everyone who owes allegiance to the king and is not 
restricted to the inhabitants of the British Islands. It includes 
Canadians, Australians, South Africans, East Indians, as well as 
Englishmen, Irishmen, Scotsmen and Welshmen. Members of the 
peerage are excluded from voting at parliamentary elections be- 
cause they are adequately represented in the House of Lords; but 
in municipal elections this exclusion does not apply. The right to 
vote at all elections, both parliamentary and municipal, was 
formerly withheld from paupers, that is, from those wLo are sup- 
ported by the public poor relief funds; this disqualification wb.b 
abolished by the Act of 1918; but paupers who are maintained in 
public institutions do not get their names on the voters' list be- 
cause they are not deemed to have satisfied the residence require- 
ment. Voters may also be disfranchised by the courts on convic- 
tion for certain corrupt practices at elections. 
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From the standpoint of the suffrage Great Britain has become, 
step by step, a real democracy during the past hundred years. In 
1831 the parliamentary voters of Great Britain numbered less 
than one-twenty “■fourth of the population; from 1832 to 1867 the 
proportion was about one-sixteenth. From 1867 to 1885 it stood 
at one-twelfth, but from the latter year to 1918 it went up to one- 
seventh. The Act of 1918, by admitting a large number of women 
voters raised the proportion to one-third, and the Equal Franchise 
Act of 1928 hoisted it to more than one-half. Thus the British 
electorate has moved from, four per cent to about fifty-five per cent 
of the population in the course of a hundred years. It gives one a 
good idea of the irresistible march of political democracy. 


The best history of the English parliamentary suffrage prior to 1832 
is that given in the two volumes on The Unreformed House of Commons: 
Farliamentary Representation before 1832, by Edward and Annie G. 
Porritt (Cambridge, England, 1909). A later work in the same field is 
L. B. Namier, The Structure of Politics at the Accession of George 111 
(2 vols., London, 1929). A good account of the conditions which prevailed 
in England on the eve of the great reform is contained in Charles Sey- 
mour’s Electoral Reform in England and Wales (New Haven, 1915). The 
story of the 'Totten boroughs’’ may be found in Charles Seymour and 
Donald P. Frary, How the World Votes (2 vols., Springfield Mass., 1918), 
Vol. I, chaps. iv~v. Mention should also be made of G. S. Veitch, The 
Genesis of Parliamentary Reform (London, 1913) ; J. H. Rose, The Rise and 
Growth of Democracy in Great Britain (London, 1897) ; G. M. Trevelyan, 
Earl Grey and the Reform Bill (London, 1920); and J. R. M. Butler, The 
Passing of the Great Reform Bill (Hew York, 1914) i 

The further extensions of the suffrage are discussed in 0. F. Christie, 
The Transition from Aristocracy, 1832-1867 (London, 1927); in Homer- 
sham Cox, Reform Bills in 1866 and 1867 (London, 1868); in J. H. Park, 
The English Reform Bill of 1867 (New York, 1920); and in Sir Hugh 
Fraser, Representation of the People Acts, 1918-1921 (London, 1922). The 
pre-war period is covered in H. L. Morris, Parliamentary Franchise 
Reform in England from 1885 to 1918 (New York, 1921). 

A full discussion of the Act in 1918 may be found in G. P. W. Terry, 
The Representation of the People Act, T9 18 (London, 1919); W. H. Dickin- 
son, The Refor^n Act of 1918 (London, 1918) ; A. 0, Hobbs and F. J. Ogden, 
The Representation of the People Act (London, 1918); and J. L. Seeger, 
Parliamentary Elections under the Reform Act of 1918 (London, 1921). 

The question of woman suffrage in England is discussed in W. L. 
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Blesise, The Emancipation of English Women (London, 1913); Emmeline 
Pankhurst, M*/ Own Story (New York, 1914); and R. Strachey, The Cause; 
A Short History of the Women^s Movement in Great Britain (Loiicionj 

A concise presentation of British suffrage development from earliest 
times to the present day is given in F. A. Ogg, English Government and 
Politics, (New York, 1929), chap. xii. Some interesting matenal relating 
to the topic is printed in E. M. Sait and D. P. Barrows, British Politics 
in Transition (New York, 1925). 



CHAPTER Vm 

NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS 

Representative institutions will probably perish by ceasing to be representa- 
tive. . . . A tendency to democracy does not mean a tendency to parliamen- 
tary government or even toward greater liberty. — W, E. H, Lecky, 

How to transmit the force of public opinion into public action — ^that is the 
crux of popular institutions . — Albert Bushnell Hart 

Members of the House of Commons are the only persons con- 
nected with the central government of Great Britain who are chosen 
by popular vote. All others owe their positions to inheritance or 
appointment. The country is divided into parliamentary districts 
or constituencies, and for the most part each constituency elects 
one member. There are, however, some two-member constituen- 
cies. The present House of Commons contains 615 members, 
distributed as follows: England and Wales, 528; Scotland, 74; 
Northern Ireland (Ulster), 13. Each member of the British House 
of Commons (with the exception of the university members) repre- 
sents on the average about 75,000 people or about 40,000 voters. 
According to the constitution of the United States there must be 
a redistricting after each decennial census; in Great Britain there 
is no such requirement either by law or by custom. Parliament 
rearranges the constituencies at irregular intervals; the last general 
redistricting was in 1918, while the one before that was in 1885. 
Thus there has been only one reapportionment in the last forty- 
five years. 

It is of interest to note the way in which this redistricting is 
done. In 1918 the first step was to appoint a Redistribution Com- 
mission composed of persons in whose integrity and independence 
the House of Commons had confidence. This commission was 
directed to prepare a plan for the redistribution of seats, but the 
principles which they were to follow were laid down by the House 
in resolutions which had been agreed upon by all parties. The 
commission held local inquiries all over the country and thereafter 
drafted recommendations which were finally embodied in a bill, 
placed before parliament, and passed with no substantial changes. 
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This -procedure might seem to give opportunity for gerrymander- 
ing, but English political traditions are strongly against anything 
of the kind and there has been virtually none of it. All the constit- 
uencies, so far as is practicable, follow historical boundaries; they 
include a single town, or two contiguous boroughs, or a part of a 
large city, or what is left of a county after the towns have been 
taken out. They are never constructed by piecing together parts 
of different boroughs or different counties. When a county or a 
borough is parcelled into two or more constituencies these are 
known by names, not by numbers as in the United States. Thus 
a member of parliament represents the West Derby division of 
Liverpool, or the Darwen division of Lancashire, whereas a mem- 
ber of congress sits for the tenth Massachusetts district, or the 
eighth Illinois congressional district. 

Not all the seats in the House of Commons, however, are al- 
lotted to boroughs and counties. The older British universities 
have for many years been entitled to representation in the House 
of Commons, and fifteen seats were allotted to all the universities 
by the Act of 1918. This represented a slight increase over their 
previous quota. By the withdrawal of the Irish Free State the 
number of university members has been reduced to twelve. Two 
members are allotted to Oxford and two to Cambridge, one to the 
University of London, three to the four Scottish universities 
(Edinburgh, Glasgow, Aberdeen, and St. Andrews), one to the 
University of Wales, two to the English provincial universities 
(Manchester, Birmingham, Durham, etc.), and one to Queen’s 
College, Belfast. The voters’ lists in these university constituencies 
include all British subjects who hold degrees or have satisfied the 
stated requirements for a degree.^ 

The list of university voters is prepared by the governing body 
of the university from its lists of graduates, leaving out those who 
are not British subjects. JWhen a university constituency is en- 
titled to more than one member, as in the case of the Scottish 
universities, the election is determined according to the principles 
of proportional representation, thus giving the minority a chance 
to be represented. It is not necessary that voters shall come to 
the university on election day and vote in person. They are al- 
lowed to send their ballots by mail to the polling officer. 

^ This last proviso applies to Cambridge which permits women to enroll and to 
ialfili ail the stated requirements, but as yet does not confer degrees on women. 
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The practice of according representation to the universities A comment 
has existed in Great Britain since the reign of James I. Its origin 
was connected with the king^s attempt to control the Commons, 
but the universities soon ceased to elect the royal nominees and 
sent men of sterling independence to parliament. University rep- 
resentation thus became a fixture. Although it involves a depar- 
ture from certain fundamental principles in parliamentary repre- 
sentation and offends the equalitarian fetich, there has been no great 
popular outcry against it, and in 1918 the number of university 
members was somewhat increased.^ The fact that it involves a 
political discrimination in favor of the educated classes does not 
seem to rankle in the British mind. The universities, as a rule, 
choose men of ability and of liberal views. With one or two ex- 
ceptions they are far from being strongholds of toryism. Even the 
Labor party has a large number of university graduates in its 
ranks and among its leaders. 

In Great Britain a general election must nominally be held at The dura- 
least once in every five years, but parliament is supreme in its pSamSit. 
power to prolong its own life when it decides to do so.^ It did so 
during the war years 1914-1918, thereby affording a fine illustra- 
tion of the way in which the British constitution can be adapted 
to the needs of the hour. The Congress of the United States, no 
matter what the emergency, cannot prolong its own life for a single 
day.^ Whether in war or peace, there must be a congressional 
election every second year. British elections do in fact come 
oftener than once in five years; sometimes two have taken place 
in one year, as in 1910, or three in successive years, as in 1922-1924. 

This is because the prime minister can at any time advise the crown 
to dissolve parliament and issue writs for a general election. Occa- 
sionally his hand may be forced by the opposition in parliament, but 
more often he either lets parliament run its term, or, with a close eye 
on the drift of public sentiment, decides to advise a dissolution and 
a general election when the chances of victory look promising. 

^ A franchise bill which was brought in by the Asquith ministry in 1912, but later 
withdrawn, contained a provision abolishing university representation. This pro- 
posal evoked a great deal of opposition, even from unexpected quarters. 

® But it should be noted that a measure to prolong the life of a parliament is 
outside the scope of the Parliament Act, and hence cannot in any circumstances be 
passed without the assent of the Lords. 

® Occasionally, however, it manages to prolong its life for an hour or so. This is 
done by instructing the sergeant-at-arms to stop the clock when the hands approach 
midnight on March 3. 
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Naturally the members of the House do not like the idea of a 
new election until their full five-year term expires^ for an election 
campaign means expense to them and the risk of defeat also. But 
the prime minister is the generalissimo, and it is he who decides, 
with the help of his cabinet, whether good strategy dictates an 
appeal to the country. Having made up their minds, however, the 
ministers can keep the decision secret until their own campaign 
plans are in readiness. On a few occasions they have been able to 
spring an election upon their opponents, catching the latter 
unawares. But the opposition has learned that it pays to be vigilant 
and nowadays it is seldom caught napping. Still the privilege of 
choosing the time for an appeal to the country gives the ministerial 
forces a distinct advantage. 

So nobody can predict Just when the next British election will 
come. But after a parliament has been in existence for tw^o or 
three years the political pot begins to simmer, A rumor that parlia- 
ment is going to be dissolved always find some believers until it is 
ojficially denied. Presently the newspapers begin to announce 
^'from an authoritative source,” or on trustworthy information” 
that a dissolution of parliament is being considered by the min- 
istry. In the end, after various false alarms, an official announce- 
ment settles the matter by giving the exact dates for the nomination 
and the polling. The interval between this announcement and the 
date for the nominations is usually brief, sometimes only two or 
three weeks. That being the case, the political parties do not delay 
the selection of their candidates until the date of the election is 
known. They have them in readiness long before the announce- 
ment comes. 

The methods by which the parties choose their candidates are 
not alike in all the constituencies, and in any event these methods 
can be best explained in connection with a survey of party organ- 
ization and activities a little later. But the official nomination 
procedure is very simple. All that a candidate need do, in order 
to get his name on the ballot, is to file a nomination paper signed 
by ten qualified voters of the constituency. This document he hands 
to the “returning officer” on the day designated for the making of 
nominations. The returning officers are named ex officio; in a 
borough the mayor always serves, and in a county the sheriff. 
When a constituency spreads over more than one borough or 
county the home secretary designates which mayor or sheriff is to 



Non-resi- 
dent candi- 
dates. 


NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS 149 


act. In the university constituencies the vice chancellor or some 
similar academic official serves as the returning officer. 

On the day set for making nominations the returning officer 
attends at the town hall or court house or other convenient place 
and the nomination papers are handed to him by the candidates or 
their agents. One hour is allowed for this purpose; then the nom- 
inations are closed. Although only ten names are required on nom- 
ination papers it , is customary for the candidates to gather a much 
larger number, sometimes several hundred. This is done by way of 
advertising the candidate's popularity. With his nomination paper 
each candidate must also place in the hands of the returning officer 
a deposit of one hundred and fifty pounds sterling. This require- 
ment of a deposit is intended to discourage frivolous or hopeless 
candidacies. If the candidate receives more than one-eighth of the 
total vote on election day his deposit is returned to him; otherwise 
it is forfeited and turned into the national treasury. Some deposits 
are forfeited at every election. 

Apart from this requirement the most distinctive feature of the 
British nomination system is its simplicity. There are no primaries 
as in the United States. So far as the official requirements are 
concerned, anybody can have his name submitted to the voters if 
he is willing to risk a few hundred dollars. Getting ten signatures 
is no trick in a constituency of thirty or forty thousand voters. 
But the deposit is another matter and serves as an effective deter- 
rent to those who merely desire to gratify their personal vanity by 
getting their names on the ballot. At any rate it is only on rare 
occasions that more than three candidates appear in any single- 
member constituency, and until the rise of the Labor party there 
were usually not more than two. Sometimes only one candidate 
is nominated and when the time for filing papers has expired he is 
declared elected unopposed. 

For many centuries no one could be nominated for election to 
the House of Commons unless he possessed a property qualification. 
This requirement is now abolished. Any British subject who is 
qualified to be a voter may stand for election in any constituency. 
Women are eligible. It is not necessary, either by law or by usage, 
that he be a resident of the constituency which he seeks to repre- 
sent. Non-resident candidacies are common, although perhaps not 
so common as they used to be. In Great Britain, as in every other 
country, the voter naturally prefers one of his own neighbors to 
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a stranger; provided other things are equal or nearly so. But 
British voters are much more ready than those of other countries 
to sink this preference if the outsider is a man of distinctly superior 
qualifications. In every House of Commons there are members, 
sometimes a good many of them, who sit for constituencies in which 
they do not reside and never have resided. Mr. Gladstone, in his 
long term of service, sat for five constituencies, one after another, 
and did not live in any of them. There is a great advantage in this 
absence of a residential requirement, for it enlarges the field of 
selection, gives a good man more than a single chance, and thus 
helps to maintain high standards of candidacy, 
polling The polling takes place on the same day throughout Great 
Britain except in the university constituencies. Nominations are 
made on the eighth day after the date of the ro3ml proclamation 
summoning a new parliament; the polling is held on the ninth day 
after the nomination. Prior to 1918 the returning officer in each 
constituency was given a certain amount of leeway in fixing the 
election date, with the result that the polling did not take place 
everywhere on the same day. Certain counties and boroughs 
would vote on Monday, others on Tuesday, some more on Wednes- 
day, and so on for a whole week or longer. Clerks and counters 
moved from one constituency to another, being hired by the re- 
turning officers. As they were experts, the polling-machinery ran 
smoothly and errors in counting the votes were rarefy found. On 
the other hand this habit of stringing the elections over a week or 
two had some objectionable features. It prolonged the tension and 
excitement of a general election. It gave the constituencies wdiich 
voted last an advantage over those which voted first. They could 
see how the election was going and swing to the winning side, 
which not infrequently they did. When half the constituencies 
had voted the result was usually predictable. This took most of 
the excitement out of the election long before it -was finished. So 
the Act of 1918 provided for a one-day general election as in the 
United States. In all the constituencies the polling now occupies 
the hours from eight in the morning till eight at night, but the 
polls may be opened at seven and kept open until nine, if the candi- 
dates so request, and occasionally this is done in thickly-populated 
constituencies. There is no such general uniformity of polling hours 
in American congressional elections. Each state, and sometimes 
each city, fixes its own hours for opening and closing the polls. 



NOMINATIONS AND ELECTIONS 


151 


The register of voters in each constituency is made up and re- How the list 
vised twice a year without any reference to whether an election is compUed. 
impending. Thus the list is always in readiness. The function of 
preparing it belongs to the registration officer in each constituency. 

He is usually the town clerk of a borough, or the clerk of the county 
council, as the case may be. Prior to 1918, when the suffrage was 
tied up with the ownership or occupancy of property, it was the 
practice to compile the voters^ list from the assessment rolls. But 
since the establishment of virtually universal suffrage it has be- 
come necessary to secure the names by resort to something like 
census-taking methods. The compilation is not made, as in most 
American states, by requiring the voters to come to a certain 
place and be registered. The British registration officer appoints 
canvassers who go about from house to house collecting the names 
of all those who are qualified to vote. These canvassers, early in 
July of each year, make their rounds with a copy of the last pre- 
vious list, finding out at each house what changes have taken 
place during the preceding year. When they present their reports 
to the registration officer, the latter makes up a provisional list 
which is then posted in various public places — at the town hall, 
the post office, sometimes even in the vestibules of the churches — 
with an announcement that all claims and objections must be 
made within a certain interval. 

Anyone who finds that his name is not on this provisional register Revising the 
may apply to the registration officer to have it put on, and anyone 
can object to the inclusion of a name already there. The registra- 
tion officer, after hearing such claims and objections, makes known 
his decision in each case, but this decision may be appealed to the 
courts. After an interval has been allowed for the making of such 
appeals the register is closed and thereafter no changes can be 
made in it until the next semi-annual revision. Attached to the 
regular list is a supplementary register of absent voters. This in- 
cludes the names of persons who, by reason of their being in the 
military or naval service, or for some other good reason, are likely 
to be absent from the constituency when an election is held and 
hence have asked to be put on the special register. 

In Great Britain the register of voters, when finally closed, is The list, 
deemed to be infallible. Under no circumstances may anyone vote ^ggdis^ 
unless his name is on it. The Act of 1918 is explicit on this point 
and permits no exceptions. It matters not that a name was left 
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off inadvertently and through no fault of the voter. No ofReer or 
court has authority to make changes in the final register. No one 
may swear in'" his vote at the pollS; as is sometimes permitted in 
the United States. And, conversely, if the name of any person is 
erroneously placed on the list he is customarily allowed to vote 
even though he is obviously ineligible. There is some question, 
nevertheless, as to whether the inclusion of a name on the register 
is absolutely conclusive evidence that the owner of the name has 
a right to vote. For although the Act of 1918 explicitly provides 
that anyone whose name is on the register shall be entitled to vote, 
it adds the qualifying proviso that this shall not ^fconfer a right 
to vote on any person who is subject to any legal incapacity to 
vote.” It would seem, therefore, that a person who is under age, 
for example, need not be permitted to vote if his name should 
happen to get on the list in error. But not all polling officers under- 
stand it that way and at every election there are stories about 
some infant being carried into the voting booth to mark a ballot. 

The ballot used in parliamentary elections is short, simple, and 
bears no party designation. It contains merely the name, address, 
and vocation of each candidate. The names are set down in alpha- 
betical order and each name is followed by a blank space in which 
to mark a cross. The ballot is hardly larger than an ordinary 
envelope. They are arranged in a pad like counter-checks on a 
bank counter, and similarly attached to each ballot by a perforated 
line is a numbered stub or counterfoil. The purpose of this counter- 
foil is to enable the poll clerks to keep track of the ballots. These 
counterfoils are torn off before the ballots are placed in the box 
and are kept to check up with the total number of votes cast. The 
ballots are printed at the public expense under the supervision of 
the returning officer and are furnished by him to each polling place. 
The returning officer also designates the polling places and assigns 
to each poll a deputy returning officer or presiding officer of the 
poll, together with a poll clerk for every five hundred registered 
voters. Each candidate is also allowed to have an agent inside the 
polling room. 

The polling places are usually located in public buildings,— 
at the town hall, a school, or a court house — but it is often neces- 
sary to hire space in private buildings as well. Within the polling 
room are screened compartments in which the voter marks his 
ballot. Then he drops the ballot into the box and walks out with 
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a feeling that he has helped to save the British empire from catas- 
trophe. The ballot box is merely a covered tin box with a slot in 
the lid. It is not a complicated churn-like contrivance with a 
handle for inserting the ballots, such as is used at American elec- 
tions. When the poll is closed the box is sealed and sent to the 
town hall or other headquarters where the counting is to take 
place,. ' 

The presiding of&cer of the poll, the poll clerks, and the agents Challenging 
of the candidates are all sworn to secrecy. The only function of 
the agents is to check off the names of those who vote and guard 
against the personation of voters. They have a right to challenge 
any voter on the ground that he is not the person whose name is 
on the list, but not on any other ground. Challenges are decided 
by the presiding officer of the poll and there is no appeal from his 
decision. Ordinarily if the voter makes a sworn statement that he 
is the person whose name appears on the list the presiding officer 
will accept this statement. Challenges are less numerous than at 
American elections. 

Absent voting has been permitted in parliamentary elections Absent 
since 1918. Persons who are on the absent voters’ list or are un- 
avoidably absent from the constituencies in which they are en- 
rolled as voters may appoint proxies to vote for them. These 
proxy papers are filed with the returning officer. No person except 
a near relative or some one who is himself a voter in the constitu- 
ency may serve as a proxy. Instead of appointing a proxy to vote 
for him, however, the absent voter may obtain a ballot in advance 
of ’the election and send it to the returning officer by mail, but 
this alternative is not open to him unless he mails the ballot from 
somewhere within the kingdom. A voter who is absent at sea or 
outside Great Britain must use the proxy method in order to have 
his vote counted.^ 

When the poll is closed, and the ballot boxes brought to a central Counting 
place, the counting is done by the returning officer and his assist- 
ants.. The procedure of counting the ballots is quite different from 
that followed in the United States where the work is done at each 
polling booth. In Great Britain the first step is to verify the num- 
ber of ballots in each box with the total as shown by the poll 
records. Then all the ballots from the various polling places are 

^ A proxy paper, unless cancelled in writing, remains effective so long as the 
maker’s name continues on the absent voters’ list. 
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■ mixed togeth This is done in order that no one may know how 
the vote stood at any particular polling place. Only the totals for 
the whole constituency are announced; hence no candidate can ever 
tell from the official count whether he ran strong in one ward or 
parish and weak in another.. 

This will sound strange to the ears of any American politician. 
Every candidate for Congress insists on knowing the result in each 
precinct, and those who are defeated sometimes spend a good deal 
of time in a post-mortem analysis of the figures. But at a British 
election, when the thousands of ballots have been shuffled beyond 
any such possibility, they are divided into bundles according to the 
candidates for whom they have been marked, and the ballots in 
each bundle are then counted. Spoiled ballots are taken out and 
put in a special envelope. In spite of this centralized coimting a 
large proportion of the results are announced before midnight on 
the day of the election. Within a certain space of time any candi- 
date can demand and obtain a recount. 

The parliamentary conference which prepared the plan for the 
Act of 1918 recommended that proportional representation should 
be established in all constituencies which elected more than one 
member. This idea met with great favor in the House of Lords, 
but was rejected by the Commons. It may seem surprising that 
the House of Lords, which is traditionally a conservative body and 
indisposed to any changes in political methods, should have been 
so eager for the introduction of the proportional plan. The reason, 
of course, is that the Lords were sagacious enough to see that the 
rise of the Labor party might soon place the other political parties 
in a minority. This is not to imply that the Lords are more saga- 
cious than the Commons, but their own vicissitudes (as a House) 
have perhaps imbued them with a greater respect for the rights of 
minorities — at least in the abstract.^ 

At any rate the issue dropped into the background until 1924 
when a Labor ministry was in office but dependent on the support 
of the Liberals for keeping itself there. The Labor party had been 
agitating for proportional representation but when the issue now 
came before parliament the Labor ministry decided not to draw 
party lines and risk its hold on office. Instead it gave the Labor 
members permission to vote against the plan— which many of 

^ Proportional I’epresentation is used in some of the university coiivStitueiicies, 
It is also used in the Irish Free State elections (see below, chap, xvii). 
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them did— and it was defeated. But the issue is not yet a dead 
one. It has occupied a prominent place in English public discussion 
since 1924 and will probably engage the attention of parliament 
before long again. ■ 

English parliamentary elections are conducted in a dignified Election 
and orderly way, with very little hubbub and virtually no corrup- 
tion. It was not so in the old days. Some of Hogarth’s drawings i. in the 
give us an idea of what an English election was like in the middle 
of the eighteenth century. Hired bullies went about intimidating 
voters. Day after day, while the voting continued, new hogsheads 
of beer were tapped at the expense of the candidates. Fights be- 
tween the supporters of each party were of nightly occurrence and 
no Marquis of Queensberry rules applied. Heads were broken and 
eyes blackened in the name of patriotism. An election in those 
days turned bedlam loose in the town. Then, when the last vote had 
been polled and counted, the successful candidate was chaired” 
by his friends— carried unsteadily above the heads of the crowd 
with the motley procession of inebriates following him.^ It took 
England some time to recover from the debauch of a general elec- 
tion in the days of the Georges. 

But now all this is changed, and something ought to be said 2 . At the 
about contemporary British campaigning, for the methods differ 
a good deal from those used in American congressional elections. 

In every British constituency there is, as will be explained later, 

a local association and committee for each party. Each party also 

has its national or central committee. The local associations are The choice 

responsible for choosing their respective candidates, but if no good 

local candidate is available, or if sufficient funds cannot be raised 

in the constituency, the central committee is usually asked to help. 

It responds by ^^recommending” some non-resident candidate who 
is able to pay his own election expenses or for whom the national 
organization is walling to put up the funds. In the latter case, if 
the recommended candidate is “accepted” the central committee 

^ The plowman’s Hail-Fellow-W eU~Met with the Squire, 

Of his company proud, he hurrahs and he drinks, 

And himself a great man of importance he thinks: 

He struts with the gold newly put in his breeches, 

And dreams of vast favors and mountains of riches. 

But as soon as the day of election is over, 

His woeful mistake he begins to discover. 

The Squire is a member— the rustic who chose him 
Is now quite neglected — he no longer knows him! 


The elec- 
tioneering 
begins 
early. 


“Nursing” 
a constit- 
uency. 


156 GREAT BRITAIN 

exercises a considerable influence upon the local campaign. Even 
among local aspirants for the party nomination the influence of 
the central committee is often a matter of consequence, the meas- 
ure of its influence being the extent to which the local campaign 
has to be financed from central headquarters. One of the best 
ways for an aspiring young man to get into the House of Com- 
mons is to do effective organizing work at the national party 
headquarters and eventually get recommended to some constit- 
uency which is shy of good parliamentary timber. Some out- 
standing English political leaders have made their start in that 
way. 

In any case, it is desirable that the candidates be placed in the 
field early, for no man knoweth the day or the hour when an election 
cometh. Such matters are not regulated by the calendar but are 
in the lap of the gods — and the prime minister. It is also desirable 
that the candidates should begin their campaigns early by speak- 
ing at gatherings whenever invited, and by taking every means 
to broaden their range of acquaintance in the constituency. So 
they appear at public functions of every sort, take an active hand 
in every good cause, and put their names on each subscription 
list that comes around. In other words they submit to a good deal 
of polite blackmailing and try to do it with smiles on their faces. 
All this is colloquially known as nursing a constituency,'^ and 
the zeal with which some of the Labor candidates have out- 
nursed their rivals is highly instructive. It proves that the rise 
of Labor has not put an end to the money power in English 
politics. 

Usage demands that a candidate shall be open-handed, if he can 
afford it, and that he shall keep on nursing his constituency after 
he has been elected. Does the parish church need a new bell? Or is 
the local boy scout troop raising a fund for a trip to London? Has 
the village cricket club a small deficit to be paid off, or is someone 
needed to provide a prize for the game on a national bank holiday? 
Candidates and members are panhandled for all such things without 
compunction. Individuals, as well as organizations, come forward 
with their palms turned up. There are legal limits to what a 
candidate may spend for election expenses; but there are no limits 
on his contributions to charity or to any public cause when an 
election campaign is not in progress. 

Nursing a constituency is not merely a matter of spending 
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money* It involves time and patience also. The candidate must be 
in evidence at church fairs and parish picnics. He must show him- 
self, betimes, at Eotary Club luncheons — ^for these booster institu- 
tions have now invaded England. He must greet all and sundry 
with a cordial handshake, call them by name and show an interest 
in their personal affairs. In the campaign he must address rallies, 
submit to heckling, and canvass voters to some extent. It is no 
longer possible for the candidate to make a personal caU on all 
the voters in his constituency. He must get his friends and sup- 
porters to do most of it for him. Yet Gladstone once called at 
2000 houses in the constituency of Newark, pulling the doorbell 
and asking for votes. He liked it, so he said, — and he won the 
election. 

As soon as the date of a general election is announced, each Mani- 
candidate issues an address or manifesto to the voters of the con- meeing^ 
stituency and broadcasts it through the mails. The laws permit 
each candidate to send one circular free of postage. These mani- 
festoes give an outline of the candidate’s view’^s on the political 
questions of the day and call upon the electors for their votes and 
influence. Meetings are then arranged, usually in halls, but also 
on the street corners as is the fashion in .American cities. At 
these meetings, even before the candidate has had his say, 
the members of the audience are permitted to ask questions. 

The privilege is mainly utilized by voters whose attitude is hostile — 
hecklers, they are called, because their aim is to heckle the candi- Heckling, 
date into saying something that can be used against him. Heckling 
usually leads to a rapid fire of repartee between the floor and the 
platform while the audience displays its leanings by the relative 
amount of applause which it bestows upon the candidate and his 
hecklers respectively. Only a quick-witted candidate with a ready 
tongue can come through this sort of campaigning with success. 

Even when the candidate is a woman, the heckling goes on. It adds 
zest and humor to the rallies. The saving grace of it is the tradi- 
tion of giving everybody, candidates and hecklers, a square deal. 

Heckling is an institution which would not be tolerable but for the 
British tradition of fair play. Although it seriously detracts from 
the decorum of an election campaign and contrioutes very little to 
the elucidation of the issues, the voters like it and would stren- 
uously object to its discontinuance. Hence there is much com- 
plaint that the use of the radio by candidates is going to take most 
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of the hilarity out of English election campaigns. You can turn 

off the loud speaker but you can’t heckle it. 

To some extent the candidates appeal to the voters through 
newspaper advertisements and by posters on the billboards. Not 
so much literature is sent to voters through the mails as in America. 
Most candidates employ ''sandwichmen ” who walk up and down 
the principal streets with placards tied to them fore and aft. On 
them are printed the party slogans and various catch-phrases 
importuning the people to mark their ballots for somebody ^'and 
Liberty/’ or for somebody else ^^and Cheap Bread/’ or whatever 
slogan seems to fit the time and place. Cartoon posters play a 
prominent part in English campaigns and some of them are very 
forceful in the impressions which they manage to stamp on the 
public imagination. In the art of political cartooning England is 
far ahead of other countries. The billboards, during an election 
campaign, afford material for some interesting studies in the 
psychology of propaganda. 

The most striking difference between British and American 
campaign methods is to be found in the vastly greater emphasis 
which British politicians place upon the personal solicitation of 
votes. There was a time when candidates for Congress were in the 
habit of heeling” their districts, going from door to door in quest 
of support, but the number of voters in a congressional district 
is now too great for this procedure. A certain amount of personal 
canvassing is still carried on in the United States by each candi- 
date’s helpers, but this is not his main reliance for success at the 
polls. In England the personal canvass is reduced to a science. 
Each political party opens committee rooms in all parts of the 
constituency and at these rooms the names of all the voters in the 
neighborhood are arranged by streets. Friends and supporters 
of the candidate are then given blocks of names to be canvassed. 
Each name is written on a separate card with a blank space left 
for the canvasser’s report. The cards, after the voters have been 
visited, are brought back to the committee room marked For, 
Against, or Doubtful. All the doubtful voters are then made the 
target of whatever influence or persuasion can be brought to bear. 
Attempts are also made to secure converts from among those who 
have been reported hostile. Nobody is overlooked in a well-organ- 
ized campaign. Every English voter expects to be canvassed on 
behalf of all the candidates, and feels himself slighted if he is not. 
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The candidates and party committees, by the way, are not allowed 
to hire canvassers; the laws forbid this, and the whole thing has 
to be done by volunteers. This means, of course, that some of it 
is well done and some of it very poorly. The difficulty of con- 
ducting these personal canvasses has been much increased, of 
course, by the large increase in the electorate due to the enfran- 
chisement of women. 

Less money, on the whole, is spent in English than in American The cost of 
political campaigns. This is partly because money for campaign ffectef 
funds is not so easily raised in Great Britain as in the United 
States, and partly because an American congressional district 
contains so many more voters than a British constituency. Many 
years ago parliament passed a statute known as the Corrupt and 
Illegal Practices Act which aimed to eliminate electoral frauds and 
set a maximum limit upon campaign expenditures. This statute, 
and amending acts, make a distinction between corrupt practices 
and illegal practices. Corrupt practices include bribery, intimida- 
tion, personation, falsifying the count — things which involve 
moral turpitude. Illegal practices include doings which are not 
wrong in themselves but which tend to make an election undigni- 
fied, unduly expensive to the candidates, or in some other way 
objectionable. Hence the illegalities comprise the hiring of can- 
vassers, or bands, or too many committee rooms, or paying for 
conveyances on election day. The laws also set a limit on legal 
campaign expenditures. This limit is fixed on a sliding scale at 
£350 for an urban constituency of not more than 2,000 voters, 
with an additional £30 for every additional thousand voters. 

In rural constituencies the initial allowance is £650 with an 
additional £60 per thousand — on the theory that the rural voter 
is harder to reach. In a city of 100,000 people, with 55,000 
voters, the maximum legal expenditure would thus be about 
$9,000. Translated into American figures the English limits 
would give the average urban congressman a right to spend 
nearly $25,000 in getting himself elected, while rural congress- 
men would be entitled to disburse twice as much. In Great 
Britain the expenditures must be made through an authorized 
agent of the candidate, whose appointment is certified to the re- 
turning officer of the constituency. After the election this agent 
makes a sworn statement of all his disbursements, including the 
personal expenses of his candidate. TMs last-named item is im- 
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portant because such expenses are not usually reported after 
American elections. 

A defeated candidate for the House of Commons may petition 
to have an election invalidated by alleging corrupt or illegal prac- 
tices on the part of the victor or his agents. Such petitions are not 
heard, as in America, by the legislature itself; they are tried by 
the courts. When an election protest is filed in Great Britain the 
issue is referred to the King’s Bench Division of the High Court, 
where two judges are assigned to hear all the evidence without a 
jury. The court then certifies to the speaker of the House of Com- 
mons its report confirming or unseating the member-elect. It is 
not the practice of the judges to void an election because of merely 
technical violations. They require evidence that there has been 
corruption or illegality on a scale sufficient to have influenced the 
result. Hence the voiding of an election is a relatively uncommon 
occurrence. If the matter in dispute relates to the legal qualifica- 
tions of the elected candidate, and not to the manner of his election, 
it is investigated by the House itself and is not referred to the 
judges of the High Court for a recommendation. 

There are no “lame ducks” in English politics because no long 
interval elapses between the election and the summoning of parlia- 
ment. As a rule the members are brought together at the earliest 
possible moment after a general election. No one ever sits in the 
House of Commons after he has been defeated at the polls. This is 
in accord with the spirit of the British political system wffiieh de- 
mands that members of the ministry, who constitute the adminis- 
trative branch of the government, shall at all times possess the 
confidence and support of a majority in the House of Commons. 
The only way to determine whether the ministry possesses this 
support is to call the House into session. So long as a ministry 
continues in power after a general election without summoning 
parliament it is technically administering the affairs of the country 
without a mandate from the people. 


In addition to the references given at the close of Chapter VII, mention 
may be made of the Constitutional Year Book^ published annually, the 
F ear Books of the three political parties, H. Fraser, Law of Parliamentary 
Elections (London, 1910) and Michael MacDonagh, The Pageant of 
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Parliament (2 vols., New York, 1921)* Frank Gray, The Confessions of a 
Candidate (London, 1925) is an informing and amusing little volume. On 
the proportional representation issue reference may be made to J. H. 
Humphreys, Practical Aspects of Electoral Reform (London, 1922),* G. Hor- 
isM, Proportional Representation: its Dangers and Defects (London, 1925); 
and C. G. Hoag and G. H. Haiiett, Jr,, Proportional Representation (New 
York, 1926). 
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CHAPTER IX 
THE HOUSE OF COMMONS 

With all humble and due respect to Your Majesty ... our privileges and 
liberties are our right and due inheritance no less than our lands and goods; 
. . . they cannot be withheld from us, denied or impahed, but with apparent 
wrong to the whole state of the realm.— TAe Coimnons’ Apology of 1604. 

This being the place where that absolute despotic power, which must in all 
governments reside somewhere, is entrusted by the constitution of these king- 
doms. — 8%? William Blackstone. 

''Six hundred talking asses, set to make laws, and to administer 
the concerns of the greatest empire the world has ever seen.” In 
one of his irritable moments (which came all too frequently) 
Thomas Carlyle thus epitomized the most powerful and the most 
interesting of the world^s legislatures. 

As a representative lawmaking body, however, the British 
House of Commons has no rival in age, for nearly six centuries have 
run their course since "the faithful commons” began to function 
as a separate chamber. But it is not age alone that gives the House 
of Commons its high place among the lawmaking bodies of the 
present day. It is the classic example of a legislature with virtually 
unlimited authority. Its powers are unique in their range and in 
the absence of constitutional restraint. Parliament and the House 
of Commons are to all intents one and the same thing. The House 
has supremacy in lawmaking; it controls the finances of the realm, 
fixes the jurisdiction of the courts, and it dominates the action of 
the crown. The procedure of this House, moreover, is far more 
picturesque than that of any other representative chamber. It 
used to be said that the House of Commons was the best club in 
London and certainly there is no other legislative body that com- 
mands a keener rivalry for admission. It is an institution of 
which Englishmen are proud, and rightly so. 

For many centuries the House of Commons has held its sessions 
at Westminster, a city which has now become a part of Greater 
London. Originally it met in the chapter house or refectory of 
Westminster Abbey, a structure which dates from the time of 
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Edward the Confessor, last of the Saxon kings. Then the Com- 
mons moved to St. Stephen's Chapel within the palace of West- 
minster, where it continued its sessions right through the eras of 
Tudors, Stuarts, and Hanoverians until 1834, when the palace was 
gutted by fire. Thereupon the new palace of Westminster, or the 
Houses of Parliament, as the great structure is now more com- 
monly called, was erected during the years 1837-1852. 

The Houses of Parliament flank the left shore of the Thames 
midway between Chelsea Bridge and the Tower and cover an area 
of nine acres. They form a vast edifice containing more than twelve 
hundred rooms, the largest building in Europe with the exception 
of the Vatican. The architecture of the building is Tudor Gothic 
and it is accounted the most impressive Gothic structure in exist- 
ence. In the heart of the pile is a great central hall; to the 
south of this hall is the green chamber of the House of Commons; 
and to the north of it the red chamber of the House of Lords. 
Reaching out around these two great chambers is a labyrinth of 
lobbies, corridors, committee rooms, offices, retiring rooms, and 
other subsidiaries. In various parts of the building likewise there 
are libraries, dining halls, and smoking rooms, as well as living 
quarters for certain officers of parliament such as the speaker, 
the clerk, and the sergeant-at-arms. 

The chamber occupied by the House of Commons is cut off from 
all external outlook, and hence from the natural access of fresh 
air. The only light comes from windows above. The room is ob- 
long in shape with a broad aisle running down the center. At one 
end of this aisle is the entrance; at the other end the speaker's chair 
is placed. There is a sliding brass rail or barrier at the entrance, 
alongside which sits the sergeant-at-arms. None but members are 
permitted to pass this entrance, which is called the bar of the 
House. On either side of the aisle are long benches upholstered 
in green leather, rising tier on tier. The members sit (or sprawl) 
on these benches, with no desks in front of them. No seats are 
assigned to individual members. It is odd, by the way, that this 
^'best club" should have such deficient accommodation. By 
crowding the benches and using some reserved space in the side 
galleries it is possible to provide seats for about 450 members; 
but the total membership of the House is more than 600, which 
means that with a full attendance many are compelled to 
stand. 
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But anything like a full attendance is a very rare occurrence. 
Two hundred is deemed to be a good turnout unless something of 
great and general interest is under discussion. No seats are regu- 
larly assigned, but members who are supporting the ministry cus- 
tomarily sit on the benches to the speaker’s right while members 
of the opposition sit on his left.* The two front benches which 
face each other nearest the speaker’s chair are known as the 
Treasury bench and the front Opposition bench respectively. 
The custom of the House is that members of the ministry sit 
on the one and the leading personages of the opposition on the 
other. 

Although members of the House are elected by districts or 
constituencies they look upon themselves as representatives of the 
United Kingdom at large. They do not think of their own districts 
first, last, and all the time as American congressmen and French 
deputies do. The House is both a representative and deliberative 
body; but deliberation is stressed more than representation. Is 
it proper that this should be so? Should a legislator be guided 
by his own conscience and patriotism or should he always de- 
fer to the interests and desires of the constituents who elected 
him? 

That is an old question. A hundred and fifty years ago Edmund 
Burke dealt with it on the hustings at Bristol, and his speech has 
become a classic on one side of the controversy. Burke declared 
that a member of the House ought to maintain the most unreseiwed 
communication with the voters of his constituency; he ought to dis- 
cover their wishes and give such desires great weight. To that 
extent he should serve as their delegate. “But his OAvn opinions, 
his mature judgment, and his enlightened conscience,” Burke went 
on to say, should not be sacrificed by a member of parliament to 
any man, or any set of men, constituents or outsiders. A member’s 
conscience is a “trust from Providence, for the abuse of which he 
is deeply answerable.” He does not derive his conscience from the 
law or the constitution. “ Your representative owes you not his 
industry only, but his judgment also, and he betrays instead of 
serves you if he sacrifices it to your opinions.” Some years later, 
at the election of 1780, Burke returned to a defense of his position. 
In another striking speech he declared to his constituents: “I did 

^ When the ministerial party has a large majority, however, the overflow goes 
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not obey your instructions. No, I conformed to the instructions 
of truth and nature. I maintained your interests against your 
opinions. I am to look indeed to your opinions, but to such opin- 
ions as you and I must have five years henee.’^ But this defense 
did not avail. The resentment of the Bristol voters against Barkers 
defiance of their wishes was too strong to be overcome and he was 
obliged to retire from the contest, badly beaten. During the past 
century the constituency of Bristol has been roundly condemned 
by political philosophers for having placed its own selfish interest 
ahead of parliamentary independence, and thus repudiating so 
distinguished a representative; but are there many election dis- 
tricts in any country that would not do the same if the issue were 
boldly presented to them as it was in this instance? 

The chief function of the House of Commons is to protect the 
people^s rights and to assure their liberties against oppression, the delegate 
It was for the attainment of these ends that the House developed. - 
But with whom, other than themselves, can the determination of 
the people’s rights and liberties be safely entrusted? A government 
in which a few people, howsoever chosen, determine on their own 
discretion what the rights of other people are, and what the peo- 
ple’s well-being demands— such a government would not be a 
democracy, but an oligarchy. The wishes of the voters may be ill- 
judged, and their opinions occasionally erratic; but is there any 
guarantee that the wishes and opinions of their representatives 
would be less so? The world has tried many ways of winnowing 
the politically wise from the masses of the people — birth, educa- 
tion, lot, election — but the experience of centuries has taught that 
by all of these methods you get much chaff with the wheat. There 
is no reason to believe that the judgment of representatives, in the 
long run and on the average, is of any higher excellence than the 
public opinion of those who have chosen them. That is the ultimate 
justification of the delegate theory which Burke scorned. 

On the first day of the session the members of the Commons How the 
assemble in their own chamber. If it is a new parliament, that is, be^nsits 
a parliament meeting for the first time after a general election, 
the members must begin by electing a speaker. But by ancient 
tradition they cannot do this until the lord chancellor, in the name 
of the crown, directs it to be done, and by usage he does this from 
his place in the House of Lords. So the commoners spend a few 
minutes in a buzz of conversation until the official messenger of 
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the Lords (commonly known as Black Rod),^ appears and invites 
the House to come across the hall. Whereupon, headed by the 
clerk of the House, the commoners troop through the great corridor 
to the bar of the Lords where they stand in silence while the lord 
chancellor announces ''His Majesty's pleasure that you proceed to 
the choice of some discreet and learned person to be your speaker." 
Then the commoners, without a word in reply, wander back to 
their own chamber and with the clerk of the House as their tem- 
porary mentor proceed to do as they have been bidden. 

Electing a The election of a speaker, as will be indicated a little later, is 

speaker, nsually a mere matter of form and takes but a moment. The choice 

must be approved by the crown, but this also is a mere formality, 
the royal approbation being announced to the Commons by the 
lord chancellor. The speaker now takes the oath of allegiance and 
the members, in groups of five at a time, do likewise. Then comes 
another call to the House of Lords to hear the speech from the 
throne. 2 Preceded this time by the sergeant-at-arms, the members 
once more betake themselves to the gilded chamber where they 
crowd into the rear portion of it and into the galleries as best 
they can. 

The speech The speech from the throne is delivered either by the monarch 

thrSie!^^ ill person or by someone whom he designates for this duty. It is 
never a long address and its delivery usually consumes but a few 
minutes. As has already been mentioned, it is prepared by the 
prime minister in consultation with his cabinet. It comments upon 
the general state of the realm, adds a paragraph or two on foreign 
relations, foreshadows the more important government measures 
which are to be introduced, and invites the House of Commons to 
grant the appropriations needed for carrying on the government. 
When the speech is finished the commoners return to them own 
chamber where the speech is reread to them by the speaker. Before 
this is done, however, the House advances a dummy bill through 
its fii’st stage — this to demonstrate that it can do business on its 
own responsibility. The bill selected for this purpose is always the 
same, namely, "A Bill for the Better Preventing of Clandestine 
Outlawries." It is never advanced to a second reading. 

^ His full title is Gentleman Usher of the Black Rod,” His insignia of office is 
an ebony rod tipped with gold. 

^ In the case of a newly-elected parliament the election of the speaker takes place 
on the first day and the speech from the throne is delivered on the day following. 
The members do not take the oath until after the speaker has been chosen. 
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Then the House proceeds to debate an address in reply to the The address 
speech from the throne. This address is always in common form," 
being merely an expression of loyalty to the crown and of satisfac- 
tion with the recommendations made. Its adoption is moved and 
seconded by two private members from the ministerial side of the 
house who are designated for this purpose by the prime minister. 

The opposition may then propose amendments to the address, in 
which case the first debate of the session is precipitated. As a rule, 
however, the address is adopted without change and the House is 
then ready to plunge into its routine business. 

The House of Commons meets on Mondays, Tuesdays, Wednes- The regular 
days, and Thursdays, at quarter to three o^clock in the afternoon. 

On Fridays it meets at eleven in the forenoon. These Friday 
sittings are reserved for private business, motions, petitions and 
notices. No meetings are ordinarily held on Saturday, the chamber 
being thrown open to visitors on that day. The forenoons are 
kept free for committee work. The sittings of the House usually 
last through the afternoon and into the evening. There is no 
regular adjournment for the evening dinner hour but the chamber 
is usually well emptied between the hours of seven and nine, unless 
business of an exciting nature is before the House. The rule is that 
opposed business may not be proceeded with after eleven o'clock 
at night unless on motion of a minister; but unopposed business 
may be dealt with for a half hour later. At 11:30 the House ad- 
journs unless certain specified business is under consideration, in 
which case it may remain in session all night and even through the 
whole of the next day. ^ The Friday sittings always close at 
4 :30 P.M. no matter what business is under consideration. 

Despite this possibility of all-night sessions, the rules of the ThesmaJi 
House permit the application of the closure in order to shut off 
debate, as will later be explained; and the ministers regularly ask ' ' 
the House to limit debate in this way whenever the dilatory tactics 
of the opposition are seriously interfering with the progress of 
government measures. Forty members of the House constitute a 
quorum, which is only about seven per cent of the entire member- 
ship. In the American House of Representatives the requirement 
is two hundred and eighteen members. Although the actual at- 
tendance at sittings of the House of Commons is relatively slim, 

^ The longest continuous sitting without adjournment was one which lasted from 
Monday afternoon until Wednesday morning, during the session of 1881. 
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many other members are within reach in the lobbies, the smoldng 
room, the library, the restaurant, or during fine afternoons on the 
terrace. They are at hand if needed—if any question is pressed to 
a vote. When the House is plodding its way through routine mat- 
ters the back benches yawn in emptiness. In fact a great deal of 
business is done with fewer than forty members present, without a 
quorum, for the speaker pays no attention to the quorum require- 
ment unless some troublesome member asks for a count. 

The speaker is the most conspicuous figure in the House. ^ De- 
spite his title, he never speaks in debate nor does he say more 
than a minimum in any other connection. He is supposed to speak 
for the House, not to it. His position is as old as the House itself 
and his title is derived from the fact that he alone has the right 
to speak for the House of Commons before the king. Originally 
the speaker's chief function was to take petitions and resolutions 
from the House and lay them before the king in parliament, that 
is, in the House of Lords; for it will be recalled that in early days 
the House of Commons was a petitioning rather than a lawmaking 
body. The House besought the king to make laws, redress griev- 
ances, and the king complied when he felt so inclined. The speaker 
was merely the bearer of these numerous and sometimes unwel- 
come requests. Hence his post in early days was no sinecure, for 
if the monarch happened to be out of humor, Mr. Speaker some- 
times found himself the target of the royal irritation. 

The first to bear the title of speaker was Sir Thomas Hungerford 
in 1376. For several centuries the office was usually held by a 
lawyer, and some noted jurists figure on the lists of speakers, in- 
cluding Sir Thomas More and Sir Edward Coke. When the crown 
and parliament came into conflict, as so often happened during the 
Stuart 'era, the speaker had to be a rare diplomat in order to keep 
from incurring the wrath of the one or the other. Students of 
English constitutional history will recall, for example, the case of 
Sir William Lenthal, who was speaker of the House when Charles I 
strode into the chamber with a troop of soldiers and tried to arrest 
five of its members. But the offending members had been warned 
and had vanished from the chamber before the king arrived. Ad- 

^ In addition to the speaker, the chief officers of the House are the clerk and the 
sergeant-at-arms. Both are appointed by the crown on the advice of the prime 
minister and both hold office for life, The clerk and his assistants are in charge 
of the House records; the sergeant-at-arms has various ceremonial functions and is 
the agent of the House in the exercise of its authority. 
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vancing to the speaker’s chair, Charles demanded to know whether 
any of the five members were present. Lenthal fell on his knees 
and replied, “May it please your Majesty, I have neither eyes to 
see nor tongue to speak in this place but as this House is pleased 
to direct me.” “I see,” said the king, “that all my birds are 
flown,” and with that the crestfallen monarch stalked out of the 
House amid cries of “Privilege! Privilege!” 

Although the choice of a speaker must be approved by the king, How tlie 
it is inconceivable that this approval will ever be refused, for the choSn! ^ 
selection is really made by the prime minister before the House 
acts at all In other words, .the prime minister selects the speaker 
after consultation with the members of his cabinet and after 
assuring himself that the choice is generally acceptable to the 
House. The nomination is then made and seconded by two private 
members in order to perpetuate the fiction that the choice is that 
of the whole House and not that of the ministers. Both the House 
and the king accept this nomination as a matter of course, for 
neither could refuse their concurrence without registering a lack 
of confidence in the ministry.^ 

So, when the prime minister has chosen his man, all else is The pictur- 
mere routine. The so-termed “election by the House” is not an pantomime, 
election at all but a pantomime. The clerk starts the proceedings. 

An ancient custom forbids him to utter a syllable, so he merely 
points with his right forefinger at sonae meniber of the House whose 
name has been given to him as the mover of a motion to choose a 
speaker. This member thereupon rises and moves that so-and-so 
“do* take the chair of this House as speaker.” Then the clerk, in 
the same dumb pantomime, indicates a member on the opposition 
side who has been picked to second the motion. The speaker- 
designate then rises in his place and humbly submits himself to the 
will of the House, which acclaims him with cheers. 

The motion to elect is not put to a vote, for there is no contest 
save on the rarest occasions. The speaker who has served in the 
preceding parliament is by custom always reelected, even though 
the ministry has changed. It has not been uncommon, therefore, 
for a Liberal to serve as speaker with the Conservatives in power, 
and vice versa. If a speaker dies or does not return as a member of ^ 

1 The approval of the crown has never been denied since the principle of min- 
isterial responsibility became recognized, The last refusal was in the case of 
Edward Seymour (1687). 
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the ne¥/ parliament, the prime minister makes a new choice, usually 
designating the deputy speaker for promotion to the speakership. 
Only once in the last fifty years has the opposition put forward a 
rival candidate and the circumstances in this instance were quite 
unusual. 

The speaker, from the moment he takes the chair, ceases to be a 
party man. He discards his party colors, be they buff, or blue, or 
red. He is no longer a Liberal, a Conservative, or a Labor partisan. 
He attends no more party gatherings and is not called into con- 
sultation on any matters of party policy. He must be a neutral 
in politics. This neutrality, moreover, is not a fiction, as is shown 
by the fact that the speaker is never opposed for reelection in Ms 
own constituency. At each general election his constituency (in 
accordance with a time-honored local party armistice) sends him 
back to parliament unopposed — so long as he remains speaker. 
Politics is adjourned in the speaker's bailiwick. When a member of 
the House of Commons is chosen to the speakership, therefore, he 
need give no further thought to the repair of his own political ram- 
parts. He has made his calling and election sure. 

No wonder the speakership is regarded as a prize, an office not 
only of great honor but of long tenure. Its emoluments are also 
substantial. The speaker receives a liberal salary ; he has an official 
residence in Westminster Palace, and he gets both a pension and a 
peerage when he retires.^ But every rose has its thorn, and the 
speaker must accept with his office a sentence of exile from politics. 
That comes hard to one who likes the wager of battle. Whether 
in entertaining his friends at dinner, or in recognizing members who 
desire to speak, or in ruling on points of order, he must act with 
the impartiality of a chief justice. If he has personal and political 
likes or dislikes, as most public men have, he must somehow manage 
to keep them submerged. 

Even when called upon to give the casting vote in case of a 
tie, the English speaker does not act in accord with his own political 
or personal opinions. He breaks a tie by voting in obedience to 
certain well-established principles. If, for example, his negative 

^ Both, the peerage and the pension are matters of usage. There is no statutory 
provision that the speaker shall have either. But when a speaker retires it is the 
custom of the House to present an address to the crown stating its wiilingness to 
vote the money ior a pension if the crown asks for it. The peerage, of course, is 
within the gift of the crown without parliamentary action. In 1928 the retiring 
speaker, Mr. J. H. Whitley, declined such an honor. 
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vote would determine the defeat of a measure while his affirmative 
vote would prolong its consideration, the speaker always votes 
''Aye/' Jf a tie comes on a proposal to adjourn the debate, he 
always votes A No." If he be in doubt as to how he should vote, or 
as to the proper ruling on any question of order or privilege, he 
inquires from the clerk of the House, who is a skilled parliamen- 
tarian. The speaker's rulings on points of order are final; they may 
not be appealed to the House. The speaker may, if he desires, 
submit any questions to the House for its opinion and may be 
guided by its decision, but when he makes a ruling on his own 
responsibility there is no overriding it. The House, on the other 
hand, can suspend its own rules by a majority vote at any time and 
thereby circumvent a speaker's ruling, but it very rarely finds 
occasion for doing so. The rules are suspended now and then, but 
not for this purpose. 

The speaker's chair or high-canopied throne is at the head of How the 
the main aisle. Below and in front of it is the clerk's table. At opeTs! 
the appointed hour for opening a sitting of the House the speaker's 
procession formally enters the chamber. Prayers are read by the 
chaplain; the mace is laid on the table and the speaker counts the 
members to ascertain the presence of a quorum. If forty members 
are not in the chamber, he takes a sand-glass which is kept at his 
right hand and turns it over. Meanwhile the bells in the corridors, 
lobbies, reading rooms, smoking rooms, and library begin to tinkle. 

The sand takes about two minutes to run from one of the glass 
compartments into the other and if a second count at the expiration 
of this interval discloses fewer than forty members, the speaker 
may adjourn the sitting.^ The same procedure is gone through 
whenever anyone, after the sitting has begun, raises the question 
of a quorum. Adjournments for want of a quorum take place very 
seldom, for it is a rare occasion when fewer than forty members are 
not somewhere within call. It is the business of the whips (of 
whom more will be said hereafter) to see that these members are 
rounded up when needed. 

There is a common impression among Englishmen that the House 
of Commons, unlilce other legislative bodies, has no printed rules. ® 

This popular impression is the basis of the hackneyed tale about a 

^ If, however, the business before the House be the consideration of a message 
from the crown, it is proceeded with despite the presence of fewer than forty mem- 
bers. 
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now member who went to the clerk^s desk on the first dny s^nn 
asked for a book of rules. “There is no book of rules,” replied the 
clerk. “Then how am I to learn the rules of the House? ” queried 
the neophyte. “By breaking them, sir,” came the answer. The 
story is apocryphal, for the House of Commons has its printed 
rules, known as “standing orders,” like any other legislative 
chamber. It ought to be added, however, that the standing orders 
do not cover the whole procedure of the House, much of which 
rests upon usage. And the usages are not all to be found in any 
printed book.* Many years of parliamentary experience are re- 
quired to familiarize a member with all the intricacies of parlia- 
mentary procedure, and in that sense it can truthfully be said 
that new members learn the rules by breaking them and being called 
to order. 

Their per- Unlike those of Congress, the rules and standing orders of the 
manenoe. Commons are permanent. They do not have to be readopted after 
each general election. Nor have they the rigidity of congressional 
rules, inasmuch as they can be suspended at any time, or amended, 
or repealed, by a majority vote. One might think this a dangerous 
power to place in the hands of the majority, but it has not been 
abused, l^en the rules of the House are suspended it is usually 
for the sole purpose of expediting business, with the consent of 
the minority, and not as a means of putting legislation through by 
steam-roller methods. 

Nature of The greater number of the rules and standing orders deal with 
ernes. allocation of time for different classes of business (such as 

government measures, private bills, private members’ bills, ’and 
questions) and with the course of procedure which these various 
matters must take. Measures introduced by the ministry, as will 
be more fully explained later, have the right of way. Private 
members’ bills are crowded- into odd hours. At the commencement 
of each daily sitting a limited amount of time, not exceeding an 
Tha “.que^ hour, is sot apart for questions. This is a feature of English parlia- 
tiou time, ujgnjjary procedure which has no counterpart in American legis- 
latures. These questions, which may be asked by any member, 
are addressed to the minister within whose field of ad mi nistration 
the matter belongs, or if the minister be a member of the House of 

^ Most of them, however, are in Sir Erskine May’s book on parliamentary pro- 
cedure, which is the English parliamentarian’s Bible, just as Asher C. Hinds’ 
Precedents serves a like purpose in the American House of Eepresentatives. 
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Lords, to his representative in the Commons. No member may 
ask more than four questions at a single sitting. Save in exceptional 
cases it is required that due notice of intention to ask questions 
shall be given and the questions then appear on the printed program 
of business known as the '' Orders of the Day,” which each member 
receives at the beginning of the sitting. The questions are restricted 
to requests for information and according to the rules must not 
contain any "argument, inference, imputation, epithet, or ironical 
expression.” But some of the questions come perilously near of- 
fending in this way and the speaker of the House, in such cases, 
may reframe them or even reject them altogether. The minister 
to whom a question is addressed may decline to answer it if it deals 
with some matter of diplomatic or domestic policy which ought to 
be kept confidential. 

When "question time” arrives in the House, therefore, the mem- 
bers flock into their seats, for the interrogations and answers are 
a daily source of enlightenment— and often of amusement. "I beg 
to ask the chancellor of the exchequer question number one,” says 
a member from one of the rear opposition benches. There is a 
fluttering of leaves as every one turns to the question as it stands 
printed on the Orders of the Day. Then the chancellor of the 
exchequer, or his parliamentary secretary, rising from the Treasury 
bench, proceeds to read the answer from the typewritten sheets in 
his hand. Sometimes it is a long explanation; sometimes a single 
curt sentence.^ Following the explanation, supplementary ques- 

^Tlie following examples are culled from the London Times of April 30, 
1930: 

Mr. MacDonald, Prime Minister, asked by Mr. Hacking whether a decision 
on the construction of the Channel Tunnel had been reached, said: — No; 
I cannot at present add to what I have already said in reply to questions on this 
subject. 

Mr. Hacking. — Can the right hon. gentleman say when a decision is likely to 
be reached? 

Mr. MacDonald. — There is no delay. The report is in the hands of two or 
three different authorities who must consider it, and I cannot ask them to give me 
their reply until they have made up their minds. It is not a matter that can be 
settled in a day. It is the biggest piece of national policy of the kind that is before 
us at the present time, and there is no delay whatever. 

Mr. McKinlay asked the Chairman of the Kitchen Committee why the price 
of apples sold in the House restaurant was 3d. each, seeing that this price was 
200 per cent, higher than the outside retail price for similar fruit, although no rent 
or rates or depreciation or profit charges were part of the operations of the Kitchen 
Committee. 

Mr. Compton replied that the apples sold in the refreshment department of 
the House were the best Empire fruit available, and, purchased by the case, cost a 
fraction over 2d. each. After taking all things into consideration, the Kitchen Com- 
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tioBS may be asked, but no debate or discussion follows the 
giving of replies. 

Herein the procedure differs widely from the interpellation in. 
the French Chamber of Deputies where, as will be seen later, the 
minister’s reply is always followed by a debate and a vote. When 
a minister answers any question in the House of Commons there 
is no way of determining whether a majority of the members re- 
gard the answer as satisfactory. The House merely proceeds to 
the next item on the notice paper. At the close of the question 
period, however, any forty members can precipitate a discussion 
of a minister’s reply by rising in support of a motion to adjourn. 
Then, if the speaker of the House accepts this motion as' falling 
within the principles on which such motions are permitted, a de- 
bate is set for the same evening. But this procedure is not common. 
Large numbers of questions are placed on the Orders, many of 
them dealing with very trivial matters. They average from one 
hundred and fifty to two hundred per day.^ Some years ago a com- 
mittee which investigated the possibility of cutting the expenses 
of government made an estimate that the preparation of typewrit- 
ten answers to these questions cost the English taxpayer about 
seven dollars and a half per question. 

But members of the Commons value their right to ask questions 
and would not permit it to be curtailed. The moral effect upon the 
ministers is good, for they know that any administrative action, 
however unimportant, may be dragged out into the glare of pub- 
licity. Hence they must be vigilant during every question hour. 
Many of the questions seem trivial, to be sure, but the English 
minister has learned that more may lurk in a question than appears 
on the surface. An innocent-looking query is often propounded 
with intent to draw an offhand answer. Then comes a supplemen- 
tary question which discloses what the questioner is really gunning 

mittee were of opinion that the price charged to members — 3d. each — was fair and 
reasonable, (Laughter and cheers.) 

Mr. Wellock asked the iPostmaster-General if he could state the charges for 
the new telephone service to Australia; and if he could now say whether an early 
reduction in the charges for the Transatlantic telephone service was contemplated. 

Mr. Lees SMITH.—The charge in the service to Australia will be £2 a min- 
ute, with a minimum of three minutes. As regards the Transatlantic service, I 
hope to be able to make an announcement shortly. The service will be opened by 
a conversation between the Prime Minister and the Prime Minister of Australia at 
half-past 8 to-morrow morning. 

^ If the end of the question hour arrives before all the questions have been an- 
swered, the remaining answers are printed in the official report of the House pro- 
"ceedings.."" 
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for. The ministers are aware of all this (having been themselves 
the framers of questions while in opposition) and nowadays they 
are not easily trapped. 

The importance of the question hour, with all that it implies, 
has not been sufficiently appreciated by foreign students of English 
government. It is an effective cheek upon those bureaucratic tend- 
encies which are bound to appear in every government. It keeps 
the experts responsive to a body of laymen. Ministers sometimes 
get irritated at the flood of questions: their subordinates (who have 
to prepare the answers) blaspheme at the members who frame 
them; but the private citizen has no reason to complain. The 
question hour in the House of Commons is probably worth all that 
it costs the British taxpayer. As a palladium of his rights and 
liberties it is worthy to be ranked with trial by jury and the writ 
of habeas corpus. 

While there is no opportunity for debate in connection with 
the questions, there is room for plenty of it at various stages in 
the passage of legislative measures. Most speeches in the House of 
Commons are short; it is quite unusual for anyone to speak longer 
than an hour, although this occasionally happens when measures 
of great importance are under discussion. The longest speech, 
according to the records, was a deliverance by Brougham who spoke 
for more than six hours in 1828 “to a thin and exhausted House.’’ 
Anyone who has read Brougham’s speeches can well believe it. 
But Prynne’s historic plea for the life of Charles I (1648) occupied 
almost the same length of time, and Gladstone on one occasion 
spoke for five hours. ^ No time limit is fixed by the rules. But there 
is a limit to the patience of the members, and even the whips 
cannot always keep a quorum when long-winded orators take the 
floor. Speeches, whatever their length, are recorded verbatim and 
published in bulky volumes known as Parliamentciry Debates 
or more commonly, as “Hansard.” ^ An hour’s speech occupies 
fifteen or sixteen columns of this publication, hence a single debate 
may occupy a hundred pages or more. 

In legislative bodies throughout the world a large part of the 
preliminary work is assigned to committees. The House of Com- 

^ None of these, of course, constitutes a world record. Pliny ozice spoke in the 
Homan Senate for seven hours. Several speeches in Congress have beoir much longer 
than Pliny’s. 

2 The debates were originally published by Hansard as a private venture. They 
are now issued as an official publication under the control of the House. 
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mons is no exception. All bills now go automatically to one of its 
regular committees unless the House votes otherwise in particular 
cases. These committees of the House of Gommons are of various 
types. First there are the standing committees on public bills, 
as they are called, — committees which are appointed at the open* 
ing of a session and remain unchanged until parliament is pro- 
rogued. To these standing committees, of which there are now six 
in all, certain classes of public bills are referred; each committee 
receiving the measures which fall within its particular field of juris- 
diction. Second, there are select committees on public bills ap- 

pointed to consider and report upon individual measures or ques- 
tions which involve some new principle, or upon some subject 
which has not yet come before the House in the form of a bill. 
They gather information, examine witnesses, and so on. Third, 
there are some sessional cominito^ for a single session 

to deal with certain designated matters such as the examination 
6f petitions. Fourth, and highly important, are the committees on 
frimie billsj of which more will be said later. ^ 

^Finally, there is the Committee of the Whole House. In other 
words, the entire House sits as a committee; the speaker leaves the 
chair and his place is taken by a chairman who is appointed afresh 
in each new parliament and is a stanch party man; the mace is 
placed under the table as a sign that the House, as a House has 
adjourned.^ When the House resolves itself into Ommittee of 
the Whole its rules of procedure are relaxed; a member may speak 
several times on the same question if he desires; motions do not 
need a seconder; the previous question cannot be moved, and any 
matter which is voted upon can easily be opened for reconsidera- 
tion. Because procedure in the Committee of the Whole House is 
so simple and flexible the practice of considering the details of 
"measures in this way has proved popular not only in the House 
of Commons at Westminster but in the House of Representatives 
at Washington.® It makes for informality if not for speed. When 
the Committee of the Whole House has finished with its considera- 
tion of a measure, item by item, a motion is made that the com- 

1 Pp. 189-190. 

* He does not sit on the speaker's throne but at the clerk's table. 

® When the House of Commons is discussing revenue measures the Committee 
of the \Vhole House is called the Committee of Ways and Means,' "when it is con- 
sidering appropriations or expenditures it is called the Committee of Supply. Col- 
loquially, the members speak, of the House in Ways and Means” or “the House 
in Supply.” 
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mittee ^^rise and report.^^ The speaker then resumes the chair 
and the chairman reports the committee’s action, in other words 
the House reports to itself and then proceeds to adopt its own 
recommendations.; 

In American legislative bodies, with the exception of the two 
Houses of Congress, all committees (apart from the Committee of 
the Whole) are ordinarily appointed by the presiding officer. This 
is true of most state legislatures, city councils, and indeed of un- 
oficiat organizations. In the House of Representatives at Wash- 
ington the appointing of committees was for a long time in the 
hands of the speaker and this prerogative made him the virtual 
master of business. During the years 1910-1911, however, the 
rules of the House of Representatives were changed and the power 
of appointing committees was taken from the speaker. Com- 
mittees in both branches of Congress are now appointed, in a round- 
about way, by the Senate and the House themselves,^ In the House 
of Commons the speaker has never had, at any time, the function 
of appointing committees. To give him this power would be to 
make his office the very negation of what it is supposed to be, 
namely, a sanctum of neutrality amid the warring factions of 
partisanship. 

Committees in the House of Commons (with the exception of 
the Committee of the Whole House) are chosen by a committee of 
selection. This committee of selection, which contains eleven 
members, is named by the House itself at the beginning of each 
parliamentary session. But while ostensibly named by the House 
itself, the membership of the committee of selection is arranged in 
advance by a conference between the prime minister and the leader 
of the opposition. In making up the various committees, this com- 
mittee of selection does not pay strict attention to party lines, 
although members of the different parties are selected in something 
like the proportion that they have in the House as a whole. Nor 
does it give undue attention to seniority as is the case at Washing- 
ton. Each standing committee ordinarily contains from forty to 
sixty members, but the rules of the House provide that from ten 
to fifteen supernumerary members may be added to serve during 
the consideration of any designated measure; the design being to 
strengthen the committee when some matter requiring special 

^ See the author’s 0 / the United States (3rd edition, New York, 1931)i 
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knowledge is before it. Select committees are much smaller; they 
usually have fifteen members, while the committees on private 
bills have four members only. Each committee in the House of 
Commons has a chairman, but this official is neither named by the 
committee of selection, as is the practice in Congress, nor chosen 
by the committee itself. Instead, the committee of selection names 
a panel of chairmen and this panel chooses from its own member- 
ship a chairman for each committee.^ 

The cabinet is not officially ranked as a committee of the House 
of Commons, yet it is in fact the greatest parliamentary com- 
mittee of them all. It is the steering committee. It is the originator 
and the censor of all important business. Nothing of any general 
importance has much chance of getting through the House of 
Commons unless the ministry favors it or at least refrains from 
opposing it; on the other hand a measure has every chance of pass- 
ing if the cabinet lends its support. There are exceptions to this 
general rule, of course, and these exceptions are naturally more 
frequent when a ministry is in office without having a majorit}^ of 
its own party behind it — as has happened in the case of the two 
Labor cabinets. But when a ministry controls a majority, as it 
usually does, there is no gainsaying its mastery of the legislative 
program. 

Neve:^theless the cabinet^s control of committees is by no means 
so strong as its control of the House. Party discipline is not so 
strict in the one as in the other. Hence it frequently happens that 
a standing committee amends a bill in a way which the ministers 
do not like. The minister in charge of the bill must then decide 
(usually in consultation with his colleagues) whether he will ac- 
cept the amendment or ask the House to strike it out when the 
committee reports the bill. This the House will do if the ministry 
insists, but coercive tactics are not popular in England and the 
ministers often find it wise to concede or to compromise. In any 
event the minister in charge of a government measure must famil- 
iarize himself with every detail of it, must follow its course day 
by day in committee, and must guide it through the House. It is 
for this reason that the ministers are the real leaders of the Com- 
mons and collectively form 'Hhe great standing committee of parlia- 
ment.^' 

^ In the case of the committees on private bills, however, the chairman is desig- 
nated by the committee of selection. 
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Between the House of Representatives and the House of Com- 
mons there are many analogies and contrasts. Although one is 
child of the other, and bears unmistakably the marks of its parent- 
age, the difference in environment has not been without its effect 
upon both structure and temperament. The House of Commons 
is the larger body, but it makes a much poorer showing in point 
of consistent attendance. It is a less animated body, with less 
noise and bustle and racket on its floor. Looking down from the 
visitors^ gallery one sees the sprinkling of members lolling about 
on the benches, some with hats tilted down on their foreheads, 
others chatting with their neighbors, a few paying perfunctory 
attention to what is going on and still fewer wholeheartedly in- 
terested in the proceedings. The atmosphere is one of nonchalance 
and leisure. The House of Representatives, on the other hand, 
seems to a visitor in the gallery to be rushing its business at break- 
neck speed, with a bumper attendance of members, all of them 
busy, earnest, scurrying in and out, and with several congressmen 
seemingly desiring to speak at once. The atmosphere at the Capi- 
tol has no aroma of leisure. It can all be summed up in the saying 
that one body is characteristically English while the other is just 
as characteristically American. 

In America the speaker of the House is always a party man, 
chosen by a caucus of the majority members. His election is al- 
ways opposed by the House minority and when he takes the chair 
he does not discard his party allegiance. On the contrary, he some- 
times becomes a more aggressive partisan than he was before. 
The standing committees of the House of Representatives are 
much more numerous than those of the House of Commons and 
(with one exception) are considerably smaller in membership. 
Select committees are appointed in Congress on rare occasions 
only. In Congress, moreover, the chairman of each committee is 
designated when the committee is formed and the chairmanship 
almost always goes to the senior majority member; that is, to the 
member from the dominant party who has served longest on the 
committee.^ In the House of Commons seniority of service also 
counts in the sense that a young or inexperienced member is not 
made chairman of an important standing committee, but among 
older and more experienced committeemen no stress is laid on 

1 The next member in order of seniority is known in congressional parlance as 
the “ranking member.” 
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relative length of service. Personal ability and the capacity to 
preside are what count at Westminster when chairmanships are 
being allotted. 

Another difference is that at Washington all measures, including 
money bills, go to a standing committee before being taken up by 
the House of Representatives in Committee of the Whole, whereas 
in England money bills go to this latter committee directly. Con- 
gress makes no distinction, moreover, between public and private 
bills in the English sense. Whether bills are general or special in 
their scope they all go to the regular committees. Most of the bills 
which go to committees in the House of Representatives never 
come back again; they die and are buried in the committee's 
files. In the House of Commons, on the other hand, every com- 
mittee must return all the bills assigned to it for consideration. 
Again, the dominant party in the Plouse of Representatives always 
obtains a majority on every important committee, a majority 
which is sufficient to ensure its control of the committee's action. 
In the House of Commons this is not necessarily the case. The 
standing committees are made up in a manner favorable to the 
majority party in the House, but the committees on private bills 
have only four members each and are constituted without any 
reference to party affiliations. 

Finally, the most important of all contrasts is to be found in the 
fact that the cabinet of the United States has no direct connection 
with the process of lawmaking. It is not a steering committee of 
Congress, and Congress would resent its assumption of any such 
r61e. By virtue of the ministerial system the House of Commons is 
provided with a strong group of executive leaders who guide and 
virtually dominate its work. In the older textbooks on English 
government it is commonly stated that “the House of Commons 
controls the cabinet.” Fundamentally, that is true, for the House 
can dismiss the cabinet from office at any time. But it is equally 
true that “the cabinet controls the House.” Business is done be- 
cause the cabinet leads and the House follows. It may refuse to 
follow, to be sure, but the fact remains that it rarely does so under 
any circumstances and practically never when the cabinet system is 
functioning as the theory of English government expects it to func- 
tion. But the House of Representatives feels itself at full liberty to 
bolt presidential leadership, be the situation normal or otherwise. 
In no sense does the cabinet control the House at Washington. 
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The House of Commons must be summoned into session at least 
once a year or, to put it more accurately, there must not be more 
than a twelve-month interval between the close of one session and 
the beginning of another.^ A session usually lasts from five to 
seven months. The House is ordinarily called together early in 
November. It adjourns from just before Christmas until late in 
January. Then it resumes and continues to sit until June or July, 
or perhaps a little lately with brief adjournments over week-ends 
and holidays. Each House may adjourn without reference to the 
other, which is not the rule at Washington. The President of the 
United States can adjourn Congress, in case the two Houses fail to 
agree on adjournment; the crown in England cannot adjourn 
either tiouse. But when the cabinet decides that it is time to bring 
a parliamentary session to a close, it so informs the king, and 
parliament is accordingly ^^prorogued.^' Both Lords and Commons 
are prorogued together. Prorogation terminates all pending busi- 
ness; hence a measure which has not been finally passed by both 
Houses at the date of prorogation must be introduced anew at the 
next session and must go through all its stages over again in order 
to become a law. When parliament has run its legal course of five 
years, or when the cabinet at an earlier date desires a general elec- 
tion, the crown ^Missolves^^ the House and summons a new parlia- 
ment. The terms adjournment, prorogation, and dissolution refer, 
therefore, to the end of a sitting, the end of a session, and the end 
of a parliament. 

In summoning parliament both the Lords and Commons are 
invariably called to meet at the same time. In the United States 
the Senate may be called into session, and sometimes has been so 
called, without the Plouse of Representatives. This is because its 
action may be needed to confirm presidential appointments or to 
ratify treaties. The British House of Lords has no powers of this 
character and there is accordingly no reason why it should meet 
when the Commons is not in session. Even for impeachments, the 
initiative of the latter is essential. 


The organization, powers, and procedure of the House of Commons are 
dealt with in many books. The best summaries may be found in Sir 
John A. R. Marriott’s Mechanism of the Modern State (2 vols., Oxford, 
^ For the reason see p. 46. 
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1927), VoL I, chaps, xx-xxii; in Sir 'William Anson’s Law md Cmtom of the 
CondiMion (5th edition, Oxford, 1922), Voi. I, pp. 253-321; and in 
Frederic A. Ogg’s English Government and Politics (New York, 1929), chap, 
xvi. More elaborately the topic is discussed in G. F. M. Campion, An 
Introduction to the Procedure of the House of Commons (London, 1929); 
Sir Thomas Erskine May, Treatise on the Law, Privileges, Proceedings and 
Usage of the House of Commons (13th edition, London, 1924) ; Josef Redlich, 
The Procedure of the House of Commons (2 vols., London, 1908); Michael 
MacDonagh, The Pageant of Parliament (2 vols., New York, 1921); 
Robert Luce, Legislative Procedure (Boston, 1922), passim; H. Graham, 
The Mother of Parliaments (Boston, 1911); Sir Henry Lucy, Lords mid 
Commoners (I Diidon, 1921); and A. 1. Dasent, The Speakers of the House of 
Commons (New York, 1911). The Standing Orders of the House of Commom 
(revised and republished every few years) should also be consulted. 






CHAPTER X 


THE ' PROCESS OF LAWMAKING IN PARLIAMENT 

The House of Commons is a very clumsy machine, but it works, and on the 
whole it turns out a good deal of work. It would be a better machine if men 
were a little less vain and more given to silence . — John Bright 


Much as I admire American institutions, I should not like to see their rules 
of procedui-e transferred to this House. Probably they have i; ore eloquence 
there than we have here, but it seems to me that their rules tend to make the 
debate artificial. — T. P. 0 ^Connor, 


In the early stages of its history the House of CommoiA took no 
part in the formal enactment of laws. As has been said it merely 
petitioned the crown to make laws. Laws Based upon the petitions 
of the House were then framed and enacted, at its own discretion, 
by the crown in council. But these laws were sometimes not in 
accord with the spirit of the petitions, and there were frequent 
protests from the commoners on that account. Eventually, in 
1414, the king agreed ^Hhat from henceforth nothing be enacted to 
the petition of the Commons contrary to their asking.’^ And soon 
thereafter the House of Commons adopted the plan of presenting 
its petitions in the form of bills, all ready to be enacted. With this 
step came the need for a system of parliamentary procedure, and 
presently there developed the practice of giving each measure three 
readings, referring it to a committee, and holding debates on it 
when differences of opinion arose. 

The procedure was very simple at first; but year after year new 
complications were added by action of the House or developed by 
usage. All systems of legislative procedure tend to become more 
complicated as they grow older. The existing process of lawmaking 
in the House of Commons is the outcome of a growth and develop- 
ment which covers nearly five hundred years, and legislative pro- 
cedure in all other countries is to a large extent modeled upon it. 
The manual which Thomas Jefferson prepared while he was serving 
as Vice President (and presiding over the United States Senate) 
was in all essentials based upon the English parliamentary pro- 
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cedure of his day. The American House of Representatives in 
1837 adopted a provision, which is stUl in force, that Jefferson’s 
manual should govern its procedure in all matters not covered by 
its own rules. Thus it has come to oass that the rules of procedure 
in Congress owe their fundamentals to the older practice of the 
British House. 

To the casual visitor, sitting in the galleries, the methods of 
lawmaking at Westminster and at Washington seem to be wholly 
unUlie. But the differences, save in one important respect, are 
superficial only. They do not affect the underlying principles, 
which (with one exception) are the same in aU English-speaking 
legislative chambers. Measures are introduced on both sides of 
the Atlantic in much the same way; they are given three readings, 
referred to committees, reported out, debated, amended, and sent 
to the other chamber. The differences relate principally to the 
position and powers of the speaker, the organization and work of 
the committees, the limitations on debate, and the distinction 
between public and private bills. 

This last named difference is the most important one. In parlia- 
ment a distinction has long been made, and’ is still made, between 
public and private bills; in Congress there is no such distinction. 
According to British parliamentary practice a public bill is one 
which affects the general interest and ostensibly concerns the whole 
people or, at any rate, a large portion of them. A measure for 
changing the tax laws is a public bill; so is a bill for altering the 
suffrage, or raising the age of compulsory school attendance, or 
establishing a new administrative department. A private bill, 
on the other hand, is one which relates to the interest of some one 
locality, or corporation, municipality, or other “particular person 
or body of persons.” A bill authorizing the construction of a new 
street railway, or the extension of an old one, or permitting a 
city to borrow money for a municipal lighting plant, or empowering 
a corporation to do something not already authorized by its 
charter— anything of this sort is a private biU. There are some 
bills, of course, which come in the twilight zone between these two 
categories, but so many measures have been presented to parlia- 
ment and ruled upon during its long history that the precedents 
now cover almost every conceivable case, and the speaker merely 
follows these precedents in deciding, when doubt arises, whether a 
bill belongs in the public or the private class. 
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Public bills may be brought in by a member of the ministry, 
in which case they are known as government bills. All money bills 
must be so introduced.^ But public bills (other than those which 
relate to the raising and spending of money) may also be brought 
in by any private member; that is, by a member of the House who 
is not a member of the ministry. Such public bills are known as 
private members' bills and a word of caution should be added lest 
the reader drop into the pitfall of confusing these “private mem- 
bers' bills" with “private bills." Government bills, money bills, 
and private members’ bills are all 'piiblic bills and in the process of 
legislation are go dealt with. Private bills, on the other hand, are 
based on petitions from the parties directly interested and go 
through a special procedure. Any bill, whether public or private, 
may be introduced either in the House of Commons or the Plouse 
of Lords; the only exception being that money bills must originate 
in the Commons. As a matter of practice, however, the great 
majority of all measures originate in that House. 

Most of the important measures laid before parliament are 
government bills, which means that much preliminary considera- 
tion is given to them by the cabinet. Important government bills 
are all cut and dried at Whitehall before being brought to West- 
minster. One of the ministers makes the first rough outline of a 
bill, stating only the main principles. This he lays before the 
cabinet for discussion. If the principles are agreed to, he then 
hands his outline to an expert draftsman for elaboration into a 
finished measure, with sections, subsections, and paragraphs. 
Thereupon the cabinet gives it a final look-over and the bill is 
ready to be introduced. 

The introduction of every bill is preceded by a notice, printed 
in the Orders of the Day. Then, when the time comes, the bill is 
handed to the clerk of the House, who reads its title aloud. Some- 
times the bill is not in finished form when the time for its intro- 
duction arrives. In that case the clerk is given a dummy bill 
with nothing but the title written down. In any event the House, 
Muthout debate or discussion, 'accepts this “first reading," and 
orders the bill to be printed, thus placing it in line for a “second 

^ No money bill can be introduced unless a previous resolution of the House in 
Committee of Ways and Means has been passed declaring the expediency of incur- 
ring certain expenditures or of imposing certain taxes. No such resolution can be 
moved except by a minister of the crown. The same is true of every bill which, 
though not in form a money bill, involves in fact a charge on the public funds. 
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reading.’^ The measure must then wait its turn. If the measure be 
a goyernment bill of great importancCj however, the minister in 
charge of it usually gives the House a brief summary of its pro- 
visions when it is introduced. ^ 

In due course the bill is again reached by the House, and its 
sponsor moves that it be “ read a second time.” Th 5-? cccond reading 
gives opportunity for a debate on the prirxoipics of the bill. Dis- 
cussions of individual provisions are out of order, and amendments 
which merely aim to alter the phraseology of the bill are not con- 
sidered at this stage. The question is whether the House desires 
legislation of the proposed type at all. If the opposition desires 
to test its strength with the ministry, here is the opportunity to 
do it. It may move that the bill be given its second reading “this 
day six months,” which would put it over to a date when the House 
is not in session, and hence is equivalent to an indefinite postpone- 
ment. Or it may offer some resolution vi^hich is hostile to the general 
tenor of the bill. Long debates often mark this stage in the prog- 
ress of important measures — debates which extend over several 
days. Such debates are usually followed by a vote (a “division,” 
it is called in England) which determines whether the House 
approves or disapproves the principles of the bill. In the case of a 
government measure a defeat at this stage expresses a lack of con- 
fidence in the ministry and under normal conditions compels it to 
resign. Only on the rarest occasions, however, has a government 
measure been refused a second reading. 

Having passed its second reading the bill enters the committee 
stage. It is referred to a committee for the consideration of its de- 
tailed provisions. Ordinarily every public bill (except a money bill) 
goes to one of the standing committees; but in exceptional cases, 
the House sometimes orders it to a select committee.*'^ If the meas- 
ure be a money bill, it goes to the Committee of the Whole House 
immediately after its second reading. Moreover, the House may at 
any time and for any reason order a non-financial measure referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House, but this is seldom done. 

^ ^ It sometimes happens, moreover, that the minister in charge of an important 
hill will “ask leave to introduce it.” This provides him with an opportunity to make 
an extended speech on the measure and for a general debate to arise. 

^ The reference of a public bill to a select committee is very uncommon, and it is 
pually for the purpose of examining some new principle w^hich has been embodied 
in the bill. In 1923, for example, a bill providing for the equal guardianship of 
children by husband and wife was referred to a select committee representing both 
Houses. , 
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The organization of these various committees has already been 
explained.^ Every measure sooner or later reaches the House from 
a standing committee, a select committee, or from the Committee of 
the Whole House. Then it enters the report stage, being laid before 
the House in amended and reprinted form. Bills may come back 
from committees and be given .their third reading forthwith, but 
important measures rarely have any such good fortune. If amend- 
ments have been made in committee, these may be debated during 
the report stage, and alternative amendments offered. All the 
old questions which were threshed out at the second reading may 
be debated over again — ^and in the case of a controversial measure 
they usually are. At the close of this debate the measure is ready 
for its third reading. In connection with the third reading of a bill 
no amendments are in order. If it is desired to change the sub- 
stance or phraseology of a clause, even slightly, the bill must go 
back to committee. The House must now accept or reject the 
bill as it stands. Rejections at the third reading are not common. 
Here ends the action of the Commons and the bill goes to the House 
of Lords for concurrence. 

British parliamentary procedure is based upon the theory that 
the initiative, as respects all public measures, belongs to the cab- 
inet and that government measures ought to have the right of way. 
tience, although public bills may be introduced by private members 
they have relatively little chance of passage or even of prolonged 
discussion. This is because most of the daily sittings of the House 
are reserved for government measures and only a few are available 
for the consideration of private members^ bills.^ Even these sit- 
tings, moreover, are taken over by the ministry for government 
bills when the pressure of business becomes heavy. Nevertheless, 
private members sponsor a great many public bills, and as there is 
no chance of considering them all, the rules of the House provide 
that a selection from the entire grist shall be made by lot. At an 
appointed hour, therefore, those private members who desire to 
introduce public bills are required to put their cards in a box at 
the clerk's table, and the clerk draws them out one by one. The 
member whose name is first drawn gets the opportunity to intro- 

^Seepp. 175--178. 

^ From the opening of parliament to the Easter recess, private members have 
every Friday, also Tuesday and Wednesday evenings from 8:15 to 11 P.M. After 
Easter they lose Tuesday evening; after Whitsuntide they lose Wednesday eve- 
nings and some of the Fridays. 
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duce his bill on the first Friday of the session; the second member 
gets the second Friday, and so on till the Fridays of the session are 

exhansted—twelve or fifteen of them in all 

Having had the good fortune to get his bill on the Orders in 
this way, the private member moves that it be read a first time 
and secures it a second reading; it then goes to one of the standing 
committees, and follows the same procedure as other public bills. 

If a member is lucky in this lottery and can introduce a bill which 
is generally popular, and which neither the ministers nor any of 
his fellow members dislike, and if he possesses the art of appeasing 
opposition, he may manage adroitly to steer his bill through a 
parliamentary session.^^ ^ But few members can hope to run this 
gauntlet successfully and although scores of private members^ bills 
are prepared on the eve of each session it is unusual for more than 
a half dozen of them to gain places on the statute book before par- 
liament is prorogued or dissolved. 

So much for public bills, whether introduced by the ministry 
or by private members. All other bills are known as private bills. 
The distinction between private members’ bills and private bills 
is important, and the two should not be confused. Most private 
bills are bills introduced by municipalities or corporations asking 
for special powers. English municipalities have a broad range of 
powers laid down by general law, but from time to time they desire 
special powers in addition. These powers they seek, in many in- 
stances, by means of private bills. Every year parliament gives 
special powers to individual cities (boroughs) in this way. A 
highly advantageous arrangement this is deemed to be, for it gives 
flexibility to the system of local government and enables parliament 
to give one municipality additional powers as an experiment with- 
out committing itself to the same policy for all. 

These private bills are presented to parliament in a different 
way and do not follow the same procedure as public bills. They are 
presented in the form of petitions with the bills attached. They 
cannot be introduced by merely giving notice on the order paper 
but must first go before two parliamentary officials (one from each 
House) known as the Examiners of Petitions for Private Bills. 
Every petition for a private bill must be preceded by certain pub- 
lished notices, the object of which is to inform those whose private 
interests may be affected by the bill. Copies must also be sent in 

^ 0. F. G. Masterman, How Wngland is Governed (New York, 1922), p. 248, 
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advance to the government departments concerned — to the board 
of trade in the case of a private bill incorporating a gas company, 
for example, or to the ministry of transport in the case of a bill 
authorizing the taking of land for a street railway. If the Exam- 
iners find that there has been full compliance with the requirements, 
they so certify, and the bill may then be presented in either House. 

On introduction, all private bills are read a first time and ordered 
to be read a second time. After second reading, if there is no op- 
position, they are customarily referred to a committee on unop- 
posed bills. If there is opposition a bill goes to one of the private 
bills committees. These are small committees of disinterested 
members, who are appointed by the committee of selection from 
lists prepared by the party whips. Each committee on private bills 
consists of four members in the Commons. In the House of Lords 
each private bills committee has five members. The chairman has 
a casting vote and three members foi’m a quorum. A private bills 
committee may be named to consider a single bill, but more often 
every such committee gets a group of similar measures. Before 
going on a private bills committee, however, each member must 
sign a declaration that he has no personal interest, and that his 
constituents have no local interest, in the measures to be consid- 
ered. 

The" private bills committees, each in its own committee room, 
give hearings to all who have a definite interest in the bills, whether 
for or against. Every private bill begins with a preamble setting 
forth the object of the bill. The comnaittee first hears evidence 
and arguments on the question whether the object is desirable. 
Then it decides that the preamble is proved or not proved. If 
the latter, the bill drops; if the former, the committee then pro- 
ceeds with hearings on the clauses of the bill. These hearings are 
of the nature of fair and thorough%vestigations; they are con- 
ducted by paid counsel on both sides, with testimony as in a court 
of law and arguments at the close. They differ from the legislative 
committee hearings with which Americans are familiar in that 
none but persons who have a locus standi j in other words a demon- 
strable interest in the bill, are permitted to give testimony before 
the committee. 

The private bills committee in examining the bill and the evi- 
dence also has at its disposal a report from the ministry of health, 
the board of trade, the ministry of transport, or the other central 
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department which is most immediately concerned. In this way it 
can make sure that a bill does not conflict with the general policy 
of the government or create an undesirable precedent. But it 
cannot be too strongly emphasized that the work of a private bills 
committee, while legislative in form, is largely adjudicatory in 
fact, hence it is done in accordance with a procedure which is 
quasi-judicial. Party politics have no place in the consideration 
of private bills. 

When a private bills committee has reached its decision it re- 
ports each measure, favorably or unfavorably, with or without 
amendments, to the House which its members represent. The com- 
mittee's report on the bill is almost invariably accepted, although 
there is no question as to the right of either House to reject a report 
on a private bill if it chooses to do so. But the members know that 
the committee has been impartially constituted, that it has given 
both sides a fair hearing, and that it has consulted the experts. 
Occasionally, however, a private bill raises some issue of general 
policy, reaching far beyond the question immediately covered, 
and then the House may divide on the committee's report. But 
as a rule it accepts the committee's recommendation without dis- 
cussion, and thereafter the private bill takes the same course as 
a public bill. 

This method of dealing with private bills has two outstanding 
merits. It insures the careful, nonpartisan, consideration of meas- 
ures which, from their nature, ought not to be dealt with in a 
partisan spirit. It saves the time of both chambers. The procedure 
rests upon the common-sense principle that the time and patience 
of several hundred legislators should not be consumed, hour after 
hour, in discussing whether the borough of Battersea should have 
a new cemetery or the Liverpool Corporation Tramways build two 
hundred yards of trackage outside the city limits. In Congress, 
where general and special bills are dealt with in the same way, 
there is a terrific congestion of business. Measures which are in 
effect private bills come before it by the thousands. They are 
brought in by individual members. One proposes a pension for 
somebody, another a new post office somewhere, another a favor 
for someone else. No matter how trivial their importance these 
bills are all referred to some committee which may have many 
important measures of nation-wide interest under consideration. 
The result is that most of the minor bills obtain very little scrutiny, 
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and unless some influential members of Congress get behind them 
they are asphyxiated in committee. Many of them, no doubt, 
richly deserve this fate but unhappily it is not the meritorious ones 
that survive. The worthiness of a minor bill in Congress has little 
to do with its getting a favorable committee report. The main 
thing is the amount of influence that the congressman who fathered 
it can exert. 

In American state legislatures the situation is even worse. Might 
They hold to the fiction that all bills are created free and equal, profifbyit? 
and hence must go through the same procedure, although it is plain 
as print that some measures are of concern to everybody while 
others have no interest except to the few people who are promoting 
them. What general interest, for example, can a body of two 
hundi’ed state legislators have in a bill to permit some small city 
to increase the salary of its assessor, or to enable a gas company 
to change its capital structure, or to let somebody erect a building 
above the established height limit? Might it not be better to dis- 
card the fiction that all bills are of equal importance and to accept 
frankly, as parliament has done, the principle that many measures 
are of purely local importance, and to provide that all such bills 
be dealt with by small disinterested committees in a wholly non- 
partisan way? “The curse of most representative bodies,’^ it has 
been said, “is the tendency of members to urge the interests of 
their localities or constituents. It is this more than anything else 
which has brought legislatures into discredit and has made them 
appear to be concerned with a tangled skein of private interests 
rather than with the public welfare. . . . Now the very essence of 
the English system lies in the fact that it tends to remove 
private and local bills from the general field of political discussion 
and this helps to rivet the attention of Parliament upon public 
matters.^^ ^ 

On the other hand, the English system of private bills procedure Defects of 
has the defect of being expensive. Witnesses must be brought to private Sii 
London, sometimes many of them. Fees are for the intro- P^'o^edure. 

duction of a private bill and again at various stages in its progress 
through parliament. It also becomes necessary, when the bill is 
opposed, to employ parliamentary counsel or agents who exact 
substantial retainers. These parliamentary agents are professional 
law promoters; they are specialists in their work, and almost with- 

^ A. L, Lowell, Government of England (New York, 1909), Vol. I, pp. 391“'392, 
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out exception they are lawyers of high standing. ^ But any person 
may become a parliamentary agent by registering as such and 
filing a bond. London has lots of them, and the best ones charge 
high fees for their services. They are not lobbyists in the American 
sense; their business is not to roam the corridors buttonholing 
members. They merely supervise the drafting of a private bill, 
see that the required notices are given, present the evidence to 
the committees, and make their arguments. 

The quest for private or special acts of parliament has been 
considerably slackened by the use of “orders.” These orders are 
issued by a central department and become effective either auto- 
matically or when confirmed by parliament. ^ In the latter case 
they are known as “provisional orders.” The reason for the is- 
suance of these orders is that many general laws which have been 
passed by parhament (such as the Pubhc Health Acts and the 
various acts relating to railways, street railways, public lighting, 
poor relief, and education), authorize the various government 
departments, such as the ministry of health, the board of trade, 
or the home office, to grant certain powers whenever proper cause 
for such action can be shown. When, therefore, a power not al- 
ready conferred by law is desired by some municipality, corpora- 
tion, or individual, an application is made to whichever depart- 
ment has jurisdiction in the matter. 

For example, an application for authority to finance a hospital 
by the issue of municipal bonds goes to the ministry of health. 
The ministry, through its administrative officers, thereupon in- 
quires into the merits of the application, and if it decides that the 
permission ought to be granted, an order is issued conferring the 

^ There are two grades of lawyers in England — solicitors and barristers. The 
solicitor deals directly with the client; the barrister (when one is employed) is 
retained by the solicitor to appear in court, except in the minor courts where the 
solicitor may himself appear. In the case of private bills a solicitor prepares the 
case and may present it before the committee except in certain cases where the 
presentation of the case must be handled by a barrister. 

^ There are, in all, no fewer than six classes of orders, viz: (1) orders made by a 
central department which become effective when made and do not require any 
reference to parliament; (2) orders which become effective when made but have to 
be laid before parliament; (3) orders which have to be laid before both Houses for 
forty days before they become effective, during which time, of course, they may be 
objected to in either HousC; (4) orders which do not become effective unless con- 
firmed by resolution of both Houses; (5) orders which may become effective unless 
some authorized outside body objects, in which case they become provisional orders; 
and, finally, (6) orders which are provisional in every case, objection or no objection, 
and do not become effective until they have been embodied in a Provisional Orders 
Confirmation Act and passed by parliament. 
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power desired. This order, as has been said, may be a provisional 
order, in which case it requires for its validity the subsequent 
ratification of parliament. The usual practice is to lump several 
provisional orders into a confirmation bill, and in that form they 
are presented for enactment into law. It is less expensive to obtain 
authority in this way than by introducing a private bill, hence 
the practice of applying for ^'orders’’ has become increasingly 
popular in recent years, ^ 

It has sometimes been suggested that Congress, and the state 
legislatures as well, might unburden themselves in this way from 
the great pressure now placed upon them. They might authorize 
the various executive departments (such as the department of 
commerce in the national government, or the department of edu- 
cation, or of public utilities in the state governments) to issue pro- 
visional orders which would have the force of law when confirmed 
by legislative enactments. But the American scheme of govern- 
ment by checks and balances does not lend itself readily to any 
such procedure. In Great Britain an executive department, being 
assured that there is a legislative majority behind it, can usually 
count upon the confirmation of its acts. In the United States 
there would be no assurance of such confirmation. The majority 
in Congress, or in a state legislature, is often hostile to the execu- 
tive; and even when the two branches of government represent 
the same political party they do not always work in cooperation. 
Certainty of confirmation (save in very exceptional instances) 
is the feature which makes the English plan workable and no such 
certainty could be hoped for in America. To some extent in recent 
years, however, American legislatures have been giving to various 
administrative authorities and boards the right to issue orders 
having virtually the force of law— without the necessity of con- 
firmation. The order-issuing powers given to the interstate com- 
merce commission and to public utilities commissions in the various 
states are good examples.^ 

Having explained, in a general way, the various steps through 
which a bill passes on its way through the House of Commons — 
five steps in all ^ — it is now possible to compare the essential 

1 In addition to the granting of orders the various central departments give 
authorizations dealing with matters of routine in a less formal way. 

2 The flexible provision in the Tariff Act of 1930 is another, 

® To wit: introduction and first reading, second reading, committee consideration* 
report stage, and third reading. 
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features of English and American legislative procedure. Fundamen- 
tally they are alike, but there are some sharp contrasts between the 
two. In Congress, as has been said, there is no distinction among 
bills. All of them are public bills introduced by private members. 
It is true, of course, that some measures are inspired by the Presi- 
dent or by members of his cabinet. Many notable illustrations of 
this were afforded during President Wilson’s administration— for 
example, the Federal Reserve Act, the Adamson Law, and the 
National Defence Act. But measures are never laid before Con- 
gress by a member of the President’s cabinet or in the name of his 
administration. To introduce a measure in this way would be more 
apt to encompass its defeat than its enactment. It is not so in the 
House of Commons, for there the members of the majority party 
are faced with the awkward fact that a vote against any govern- 
ment measure is a vote to turn their own ministers out of power 
and put their opponents in. This makes them far more amenable 
to the crack of the party whip. The American congressman, when 
he votes against some measure which the administration is known 
to support, knows full well that nothing catastrophic will happen. 
His party will not go out of power, if it is in power; it will continue 
in office to the end of its prescribed term, even though it were 
turned down by the House of Representatives on one measure 
after another. 

Any member in either chamber of Congress may introduce any 
bill, save that money bills must originate in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. But measures of comprehensive scope and great im- 
portance, including those which correspond to government meas- 
ures in Great Britain, are usually laid before Congress by the 
chairman of the committee to which such bills would naturally be 
referred, and hence become designated by the chairman’s name. 
That is why we speak of the Sherman Law, the Mann Act, the 
Adamson Law, the Jones Act, the Rogers Act, the Harrison Law, the 
Volstead Law, and so forth. A measure for the further regulation of 
the railroads would ordinarily be brought in by the chairman of the 
committee on interstate commerce, a proposal to provide federal 
subsidies for elementary education would be introduced by the 
chairman of the committee on education. In a limited sense, 
therefore, the chairmen of committees in Congress assume the 
functions of initiative and guidance which members of the min- 
istry are accustomed to exercise in parliament. Although they 
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are not heads of administrative departments they are usually 
in close touch with the departments concerned, and are provided 
with all the data they may require. Expert draftsmen are also 
used by Congress in the preparation of measures although not to 
the same extent as in England. 

In Congress, again, all bills are referred to committees before 
there is any discussion of their principles or general merits. In 
one respect this is an advantage, in another a defect. It gives the 
committees more freedom in overhauling a bill and changing its 
substance. On the other hand, it means that a committee must do 
its work without having first ascertained the attitude of the House 
toward the measure as a whole. Hence it sometimes happens that 
congressional committeemen will spend several weeks in perfecting 
the details of a bill which is then rejected by the whole house on 
its general merits or lack of merits. The excellence of the work 
done by the English parliamentary committees is due, in part at 
least, to a feeling of reasonable certainty that their labor will not 
be in vain. For they work on no public bill until after the House 
has accepted it in principle. 

The chairmen of committees in the House of Commons, on the 
other hand, do not obtain the prominence or the publicity that is 
given to the chairmen of important committees at Washington. 
They do not figure so prominently in the debates. On the floor of 
the House they are quite overshadowed by the ministers who take 
personal charge of all government measures. Their names are 
not tacked to bills and thus displayed in the newspaper headlines. 
There is still another difference: the chairman of a parliamentary 
committee (like the speaker of the House) is deemed to be abso- 
lutely impartial. He presides, and maintains decorum in his 
committee room, but he does not take sides. The chairman of a 
congressional committee has no such reticence. He is a power in 
his committee and sometimes dominates it. He has no hesitation 
in working openly in behalf of a measure which his committee is 
considering, or in working openly against it. Finally, there is a 
lively competition for places on the more important committees 
at Washington; at Westminster there is very little. 

The use of the “question hour'^ in the House of Commons points 
to still another important procedural difference. When a congress- 
man desires information from one of the executive departments 
he telephones or writes for it, and if he does not obtain it in that 
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way he may offer a resolution requesting it. But he is not allowed 
to consume the time of the whole House in pelting questions at 
the administration. The administration in Washington cannot be 
questioned on the floor, for nobody officially represents it there. 
Some chairman of a committee, or some other congressman, may 
constitute himself a spokesman for the President and may rise in 
his defense when an attack is made; but he does so in an unofficial 
capacity. In parliament, as has been pointed out, there is a regular 
time for asking questions and for answering them from the floor. 

There are two practices in the American House of Representa- 
tives which the House of Commons has thus far avoided. One is 
the custom of requesting a member to yield the floor when he is 
in the middle of his speech. This is done at almost every sitting in 
Washington, and although the member who has the floor may 
decline to yield it he usually complies as a matter of courtesy. 
In this way a debate on a general question is often turned into a 
personal or sectional fracas. This custom of yielding the floor is 
unknown in the House of Commons. In that body, when a member 
rises to speak he may be interrupted at times by cries of “Hear, 
hear” or “No, no” from the opposing benches, but other members 
do not cut in upon him until he is through. The continuity of the 
debate is in this way preserved. 

Then there is the “leave to print” arrangement. It has no 
place among the usages of parliament. The only way in which a 
member of the House of Commons can have a speech printed at 
the public expense is to deliver it. But in Congress many unde- 
livered speeches are printed, session after session. A congressman 
speaks for five or ten minutes and then moves that he be given 
leave to “extend his remarks” in print. Nobody objects, as a 
rule, for as a choice of evils it is preferable to have him print a long 
speech rather than listen to him. In some cases a congressman 
obtains leave to prints in the CcmgfressfonaZ Record, a speech no 
portion of which has been delivered at all. Sometimes the printed 
text is literally interspersed with “Applause,” “Laughter,” etc. 
Copies are then struck off by the thousand and franked through 
the mails to voters in the congressman’s district — to show them 
what an accomplished orator their representative is. The F.ngliah 
voter has been spared this infliction. 

Much has been written about the concentration of party respon- 
sibility in England and the fidelity with which party pledges are 




redeemed. A British political party, when it makes a promise to 
the people, is enabled by the organization and procedure of parlia- 
ment to fulfill this promise. If it triumphs at the polls, it controls 
both the executive and legislative branches of government. The 
cabinet then proceeds to crystallize the party ^s promises into gov- 
ernment measures with the assurance that these measures will be 
enacted into law. But in America the organization and procedure 
of the government does not so readily lend itself to the redemption 
of party pledges. Candidates for the presidency make all sorts of 
promises, express and implied, during the election campaign. But 
without the cooperation of Congress there is no way in which these 
promises can be carried out. Senators and representatives also 
make pledges, but unless the administration is ready to help in ful- 
filling them they go mostly unredeemed. The same is true in 
state government. 

Party programs are, therefore, a much less accurate forecast 
of future legislation in America than in England. Party pledges 
are more frequently disregarded here than there. English parlia- 
mentary procedure is based upon the principle that the dominant 
political party, through its majority in the House of Commons and 
under the leadership of the ministry, is definitely responsible for 
the fulfillment of its program. No checks and balances stand in its 
way. It cannot avoid, evade, make excuses, or blame some branch 
of the government. That is the theory of lawmaking in England 
and the practice of it runs close to the design. 

But this system has the defects of its qualities. It is hard on the 
private member, especially on the “back-bencher^’ who is not 
prominent in the councils of his party. His power to initiate legis- 
lation, although supposed to be unlimited except as respects 
money bills, is in reality very small. It amounts to much less than 
that of the individual congressman. He can bring in a private 
member’s bill but his chances of getting it considered, much less 
those of having it passed, are exceedingly slim. The standing orders, 
the traditions of the House, even the theory of ministerial respon- 
sibility are all against him. True enough, he may suggest amend- 
ments to government measures when they are in the committee 
stage, hence a minister who desires to get his measures through 
without amendments must do what he can to conciliate the 
back benches. Occasionally a private member, by reason of 
his special knowledge concerning the matter in hand, may 
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become an influential factor on the floor; but such cases are 
exceptional 

, ' In a word the cabinet is responsible for initiating virtually all 
important measures and for steering them safely through both 
chambers. At every session it presents a sizeable grist of bills and 
these have the right of way. There is very little time for anything 
else. If individual members get in the way the cabinet rolls over 
them with its loyal majority. It is one of the agreeable fictions of 
British government that the Commons controls the cabinet; but 
an assertion that the cabinet controls the Commons would come 
closer to the grim actualities. The cabinet with a majority behind 
it, according to Ramsay Muir, is a ^Mictatorship qualified by 
publicity.’’ ^ This is perhaps too strong a statement, but in the 
process of lawmaking the power of the cabinet is very great. 

■ Both the House of Commons , and the House of Representatives 
have devised ways of bringing a debate to a close and preventing 
obstruction by the' minority. More than eighty years ago the 
House of Representatives adopted a rule that no congressman 
might speak for longer than one hour except by unanimous consent, 
and about the same time it was agreed to amend the rule relating 
to the previous question so that it might be used more effectively 
in shutting off debate. ^ A motion that ^Hhe previous question be 
now put” may be made by any congressman and if the motion 
prevails, with a quorum present, the vote on the main question 
must be taken forthwith. A motion that any matter may be laid 
on the table is also in order, and with a few restrictions may be 
offered at any time. It must be voted on without debate, and when 
carried it tables not only the amendment under discussion but all 
other amendments and the main question as well.® A more com- 
mon and less drastic method of shutting off discussion in the House 
of Representatives is by an advance agreement as to the time at 
which the debate shall be brought to a close. The committee on 
rules, after consulting the leaders on both sides, recommends a 
time limit and the House accepts it. Then, when the time limit 
is reached, the speaker brings down his gavel and the vote is 
taken. 

How Britain is Governed (New York, 1930), p. 89. 

®The “previous question** rule, in its original form, was first adopted by the 
House of Commons in 1604. It was put into the first set of rules adopted by the 
House of Representatives in 1789. 

2 Robert Luce, Legislatm Procedure (Boston, 1923) p. 276. 
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In the House of Commons the rule relating to the previous 
question was devised and adopted more than three hundred years 
ago. But in its original form this rule did not accomplish muchj as 
was shown during the debates on Irish questions, so the obstruc- 
tionist tactics of the opposition led ultimately to the adoption of 
the closure^ as it is called. This is substantially the previous 
question rule as followed in the House of Representatives except 
that the speaker of the House of Commons may refuse to put the 
motion if he believes it unfair to the minority; a power which the 
speaker at Washington does not have. But even this did not put 
an end to obstruction where the clauses of a long bill were being 
taken up one by one in Committee of the Whole House. The pre- 
vious question had to be invoked on every clause. So the House of 
Commons devised another weapon for handling obstruction. This 
is the process known as closure by compartments— which is the 
application of the previous question to a whole group of clauses in 
a bill. Somebody moves, for example, that clauses seventeen to 
twenty-three ‘'stand part of the bill.'' Then, if the speaker ap- 
proves, and a majority agrees, the debate on these clauses is at an 
end. A variation of this is known as the "kangaroo closure," an 
arrangement which permits the speaker and the chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House in Ways and Means to select 
amendments for discussion out of those which appear on the order 
paper and to pass over the rest. The chairman of a standing 
committee does not have this power. In the hands of an impartial 
speaker or chairman this is a valuable arrangement for expediting 
business. 

By majority vote the House may also fix a time limit for the 
consideration of the various clauses of a bill. Then the guillotine 
falls at the expiration of the allotted period whether all the clauses 
have been discussed or not. But the guillotine is not frequently 
used; it has not been brought into play except on one occasion 
during the past ten years. The practice now is to make a time- 
table when an important controversial measure comes up. The 
minister in charge of the bill asks the House to approve a resolu- 
tion allotting so many days to the second reading, to the com- 
mittee stage, to the report stage, and so on. The time-table may 
even assign specified hours to individual clauses. 

It will be noted, therefore, that although the nomenclature is 
different, the methods of expediting measures actually employed 
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by these two great English-speaking legislatures are essentially 
alike. The closure, in all its forms, is a crude and arbitrary process 
which ought not to be used except as a last resort. Far better it 
is, as both Houses have learned, to agree in advance on an appor- 
tionment of time which will give both supporters and opponents 
a fair opportunity to be heard, which will ensure consideration of 
the important clauses in a bill, but which will none the less prevent 
the throwing of sand in the gears. Rules of procedure in legislative 
bodies exist for two purposes^ — first, to guard against hasty and 
ill-considered lawmaking; second to expedite business. The prob- 
lem is to find rules that will achieve both these ends. 

The use of time limits and time-tables has had one noticeable 
result at Washington and at Westminster alike. It has brought the 
golden age of legislative oratory to an end. The days of Pitt and 
Fox, and Webster and Clay, seem gone forever. When only a few 
hours are available for the discussion of a bill, no member can 
monopolize the whole time for a set oration such as these old-time 
thunderers delivered in their day. The debater who desires to 
avoid unpopularity with his fellow members, several of whom are 
sitting on tenterhooks awaiting their turn, must make his deliver- 
ance to the point. Hence it is said that while the seventeenth- 
century members quoted long passages from the scriptures, and 
those of the next two centuries regaled the House with equally 
long excerpts from the Greek and Latin classics, the twentieth 
century M.P. quotes from nothing at all and is quick about it.^^ 
In Congress they give a prosy member leave to print; in the House 
of Commons they pursue the less expensive plan of flocking out 
of the chamber and leaving him to cast his pearls of rhetoric at 
the empty benches. Incidentally it is an unwritten rule of the 
Commons that a member may not read his speech from manu- 
script, although the use of notes is permitted. 

This is not to imply, however, that time limits and time-tables 
are alone responsible for the decline of parliamentary and congres- 
sional oratory. The decline had begun before these limitations 
came in. Long orations are not in accord with the spirit of the age 
in which we live. A speech of three or four hours^ duration would 
clear the floor in the legislative halls of any country to-day. And 
the tension upon a speech-maker, who has to hold the attention 
of restless members for a prolonged discourse, has also become far 
greater than it used to be. The longest speech in the House of 
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Commons since the incoming of the twentieth century was Lloyd 
George’s famous budget speech of 1909. It took him less than three 
hours to deliver, but he became exhausted before the end and the 
House accorded him the courtesy of adjournment for a short period 
in order that he might regain strength to finish it. The fact is 
that the whole tempo of life has been speeded up nowadays. Time 
was, when Edward Gibbon could write five volumes on the decline 
and fall of the Roman empire, and get millions to read them; but 
the Roman empire has got to decline and fall in five pages now- 
adays in order to secure any such quota of readers. The age in 
which we live is impatient of anything that does not come in 
well-condensed form. It insists that orators provide themselves 
with terminal facilities. 

In tones of regret some people tallc of the decline of oratory, on 
both sides of the Atlantic. They tell us that eloquence has been 
laid to rest in the churchyards. But it may well be doubted whether 
there is much reason to mourn its demise. If legislators perorate 
less nowadays, it may be that they put more thought into their 
speeches. If there is less eloquence, there is undoubtedly more 
meaning to what the debaters say. Many of the classic orations 
embodied an astonishing paucity of ideas. They were a series of 
purple patches, an array of high-pressure platitudes. Take down 
a volume of Gladstone’s speeches, or of Daniel Webster’s. The 
ponderous periods will make you wonder how such utterances 
could ever have stirred the souls of men. Hansard and the Con- 
gressional Record now make dull reading, but they are as light 
literature compared to the volumes of great orations” which 
cumber our library shelves. The world has grown tired of gran- 
diloquence. Three-hour orations, like the three-column newspaper 
editorial and the three-volume novel, are in total eclipse. There 
is no need to weep over their passing. 


The standard work on English parliamentary procedure is Sir Thomas 
Erskine May’s Law, Privileges, Proceedings and Usages of Parliament, 
a work which is now in its thirteenth edition (3 vols., London, 1927). 
The Standing Orders of the House of Commons are printed in this work. 
Mention should also be made of Josef Redlich's Procedure of the House of 
Commons (3 vols., London, 1908) ; Sir Courtney Ilbert’s Parliament: Its 
History, Constitution and Practice (London, 1911); the same author’s 
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Mechanics of Lavnnaking; and his smaller Manual of Procedure in the 
Public Business of the Home of Commons (London, 1908). The latest book 
on the subject is G. F. M. Campion, An Introduction to the Procedure of the 
House of Commons (London, 1929). For analogies and contrasts, reference 
may be made to D. S. Alexander, History and Procedure of the House of 
Representatives (Boston, 1916); and to Robert Luce, Legislative Procedure 
(Boston, 1922). In a more recent and smaller book entitled Congress: 
an Explanation (Cambridge, 1926), the same author deals with the com- 
mittee system in Congress. 


CHAPTER XI 


ODD WAYS AT WESTMINSTER 

The House of Commons needs to be impressive, and impressive it is. The 
way to preserve old customs is to enjoy them . — Walter BagehoL 

The House of Commons is not only an impressive body, but Some an- 
pictiiresque also, which is because it retains so many ancient cus- toms and 
toms and curiosities of procedure. Most of these go back several symbols, 
centuries; their exact origin is sometimes so much in doubt that 
even the most diligent antiquarians have been unable to explain 
how they first came into existence. A few of them are clearly the 
heritage of mediasval days when the House was made up of barons 
by writ and knights of the shire. At any rate the world of men is 
influenced, more than most of us realize, by symbols and forms and 
rituals. Especially so when these carry far back into the past. In 
government, as in art, it is not amiss to make appeals to the im- 
agination. The Philistine looks upon old customs as bric-a-brac 
which ought to be thrown away and replaced by things more up 
to date. But age, and the evidences of age (which old customs are) 
give dignity and draw reverence. The House of Commons, as the 
oldest representative chamber on earth, appropriately maintains 
an atmosphere more redolent of age than that which surrounds 
the making of laws in any other country. Its glamour is not a “bar- 
baric pomp,” as Richard Cobden once called it. 

The oddest thing about the House of Commons is its meeting a unique 
place. This chamber is unique. Legislative halls in all other coun- 
tries are so planned that every member can have a seat and can 
sit with his face to the presiding officer. But in the House of Com- 
mons there are benches for less than two-thirds of the members. 

And those who occupy them do not face the speaker of the House; 
they face their opponents. New members,gometimes do not realize 
that no individual seats are assigned and there are current stories 
of neophyte commoners making early application to the clerk in 
the hope of getting well placed. A first glance around the chamber 
gives the impression of a chapel or a huge choir stall. The subdued 
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light which falls from overhead throws a mellowness over the place. 
There is an air of dignity, leisure, and comfort intermingled with 
venerableness — all of which is in sharp contrast with the bustling 
auditorium where the House of Representatives semicircles around 
its speaker. 

On the morning of the day when a new parliament assembles, a 
quaint ceremony is gone through. In the early hours of this open- 
ing day a detachment of twelve yeomen of the guard from the 
Tower of London marches to Westminster. These yeomen are 
colloquially known as beefeaters, which is said to be a corruption 
of the French buffetier. They come, in the picturesque glory of 
their Tudor regalia, each carrying a lighted lantern of the pattern 
of 1600. Accompanied by the lord great chamberlain, who is the 
custodian of the palace, they trudge through the legislative cham- 
bers and down into the rooms and caverns below, into every corner 
of the stately pile. In and out among the coal bins and furnaces, 
the gas pipes and the steam pipes, the wine cellars and the rubbish 
rooms they go — every yeomen keeping step, his eyes to the front. 
With their eyes to the front they are looking for kegs of gunpowder 
placed in some out-of-the-way corner by the enemies of the king! 

This ceremony of searching the Houses has been gone through 
at the opening of every new parliament for centuries. Back in the 
days of James I, a certain Guy Fawkes, a young Englishman who 
had served in the Spanish army, was hired by some conspirators to 
blow up the old House of Parliament. Fawkes succeeded in plac- 
ing twenty kegs of gunpowder in the basement of the building, all 
carefully covered with kindling wood. When parliament assembled, 
with the king in attendance, the gunpowder was to be touched off. 
But too many people were let into the secret; somebody told the 
authorities, and Fawkes was seized in the cellar (with the key to 
the place in his pocket) on the morning of explosion day (November 
5, 1605).^ Some time later it was ordained, as a precaution against 
the machinations of any future Fawkes, that the whole place should 
be searched at intervals, and to this day the quaint formality 

1 For more than two centuries after 1605 every fifth of November was celebrated 
as a public holiday in England, a day of rejoicing known as Guy Fawkes Day. Even 
yet it IS an occasion of some festivity. There is a well-known ditty: 

Remember, remember, the fifth of November, 

The gunpowder treason and plot; 

For I know no good reason why the gunpowder treason 
Should ever by us be forgot. 

As for the key which was found on Fawkes, it is still on exhibition at Westminster. 
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continues. Parliament has built itself a new abode since 1605, 
and there are now no unlighted caverns underneath. But the yeo- 
men of the guard continue to make their rounds. Every inch of 
the palace is now brilliantly lighted by electricity; but the yeomen 
still carry their flickering lanterns. When they have searched 
through the miles of rooms and corridors they send a report to 
the royal palace that “Albs weir^ and are then regaled, as of yore, 
with a repast of cakes and ale, ending with a toast to the king. 

The House opens its daily sittings with the entrance of the Prayers, 
speaker’s procession. That dignitary marches down the great aisle 
accompanied by the chaplain in surplice and stole, the sergeant-at- 
arms with his sword, and the mace-bearer with the mace. Then 
comes the reading of a psalm and a prayer by the chaplain. It is 
always the 67th Psalm. . , . ^^Oh, let the nations be glad and sing 
for joy, for Thou shalt judge the people righteously and govern 
the nations upon earth. . . . Then shall the earth yield her in- 
crease; and God, even our own God, shall bless us.” As a rule there 
are very few members in the chamber when these prayers are being 
read, and visitors are not allowed in the galleries until after the 
chaplain has finished. This rule, no doubt, was born in the days 
when religious bitterness was rife — ^when the reading of prayers 
from a prayer book might have been made the occasion of dis- 
orders on the part of Nonconformists. Members of the House face 
the center aisle during the reading of the psalm and then turn their 
faces to the wall when the prayer is being read. The origin of this 
curious custom nobody seems to know.^ During prayers, by the 
way, the Treasury bench is always empty. It is not that members 
of the cabinet have less need for the chaplain’s intercession than 
the rank and file of the Commons, but merely that they do not 
need to come early in order to reserve their seats. ^ 

Prayers being over, the doorkeeper shouts ^'Mr. Speaker at the 
Chair.” The cry is taken up through the lobbies and corridors, 
thus warning the loitering members that the day’s sitting has be- 
gun. The mace is in full view on the table just below the speaker. The mace. 
This indicates that the House is sitting as a House, not in Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. When the House goes into committee 

^ It has been suggested to me by one excellent authority on the usages of the 
House that in the old days the members probably knelt at their benches during 
prayers and that the practice of turning their backs to the chaplain may have 
originated in this way. 

2 Michael MacDonagh, The Pageant of FarliamenU Vol. I, p, 236. 
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the sergeant-at-arms takes the mace reverently from the table 
and sets it underneath, out of sight. When the House adjourns it 
is carried off with the outgoing speaker's procession. This mace, 
which figures so prominently in House procedure, is a wooden staff 
about five feet long, finely embellished in gold leaf. It is sur- 
mounted by a gilded crown, the symbol of royalty. 

The use of the mace goes back to early mediaeval days when the 
king attended parliament in person. Originally, as we have seen, 
it was his custom to be present at meetings of his great council, 
and later at meetings of the parlementum. When parliament divided 
into two Houses, the king attended sessions of the House of Lords 
only. If he had anything to say to the House of Commons he sum- 
moned the commoners to the House of Lords, as he still does at 
the opening of a new parliament. Then he instructed them to go 
to their own chamber and deliberate upon the matters which were 
within their province, especially the granting of money. But not 
having the royal presence with them, in their owti chamber, the 
commoners appear to have desired some fiction or symbol of it, 
or at any rate some token of the fact that they were meeting by 
virtue of the royal command and under the king's protection. So 
this mechanical contrivance was devised at some uncertain date, 
a wooden staff with a crown on its head, and it has become known 
as the mace. No business is in order until the mace is placed on 
the table where it silently reposes till the House goes into committee 
or adjourns. 

There it has lain for at least five hundred years. Were it able 
to write an autobiography it could tell us a long and chequered 
tale. Quorum pars fui — ^it might say, for on one historic occasion 
the mace was itself expelled from the House. This was in 1653, 
when Oliver Cromwell became exasperated at the action of parlia- 
ment in trying to prolong its own existence. With a squad of soldiers 
he hurried to Westminster, as Charles I had done, and ordered 
the members out of doors. Then his eye caught sight of the mace 
on the table. Take away that bauble ! " he bellowed, and the mace 
disappeared. But it was soon brought back again. The colonial 
assemblies of America, following the custom of the House of Com- 
mons, each provided itself with a mace, and the custom has been 
continued both by Congress and by the state legislatures. In the 
American House of Representatives the mace is a plain staff sur- 
mounted by the figure of an eagle. It is not laid on the clerk's 
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table but stands in a marble pedestal at the right hand of the 
speaker. When the House goes into Committee of the Whole it is re- 
moved from this pedestal, out of view; when the House adjourns it 
is taken away by the sergeant-at-arms. The mace, in the House of 
Representatives, is said to be the “symbol of authority,’^ but how 
many congressmen know how and why this symbolism originated? 

The table which is used by the clerks in the House of Commons 
and on which the mace reposes, is a massive piece of furniture 
occupying most of the space between the Treasury and Opposition 
benches. These two benches, as has been said, face each other from 
opposite sides of the main aisle, one at the speaker's right and 
the other at his left. On the table are piles of books and documents 
which the ministers and their opponents utilize in the course of 
their speeches. On it, also, are two brass-bound boxes, one at either 
side. It is the practice of those who sit on the Treasury or Oppo- 
sition benches to use these boxes as their pulpits. They often set 
their notes thereon, and thump their fists on the oak receptacles 
to emphasize the salient points in their utterances. Mr. Gladstone, 
in the course of his long career, punished both of these boxes so 
relentlessly that the dents made by his signet ring are there to 
this day, bearing tribute to the 4clat with which the great com- 
moner drove home his arguments. 

The Treasury bench, on the speaker's right, is occupied exclu- 
sively by those members of the ministry who are members of the 
House. If the number present exceeds the capacity of the bench, 
the senior ministers occupy it and the junior ministers find seats 
elsewhere on the government side of the House. But so long as 
there is room on the Treasury bench, the occupant of any minis- 
terial post, however subordinate, has the right to a place on it, 
provided, of course, that he is a member of the House of Commons, 
which some ministers are not.^ By an old parliamentary custom, 
moreover, the two members for the City of London are entitled to 
sit on this bench, but they never do it (unless they happen to be 
ministers) except on the first day of a new parliament. On that 
day they invariably sit there a few moments for the purpose of 
asserting their ancient right to do so, — and this even though they 
happen to be members of the opposition. 

^ That is, some of them are members of the House of Lords. Ministers are not 
permitted, as in France, to sit or speak in the chamber to which they do not belong. 
See chap. xxii. 
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The Opposition bench is of equal capacity, but usage does not 
so precisely define who shall occupy it. In general, however, this 
bench is reserved for the leading members of the opposition — 
which is a rather plastic phrase. The leader of the opposition, as a 
matter of practice, virtually determines who shall sit alongside him 
on this bench, for no one would venture to go there uninvited. 
Some of his chief lieutenants are always at hand; others go to the 
Opposition bench when their presence is desired for consultation 
during a particular debate. The presence of three regular parties 
in the House during recent years has complicated the situation a 
bit. With the Labor party in office, and the Conservatives oc- 
cupying the Opposition bench as the largest minority party in the 
House, where shall the Liberal leaders sit? Mr. x^squith, during 
1922-1924 sometimes addressed the House from in front of the 
Opposition bench; Mr. Lloyd George, since the advent of the second 
Labor government in 1928, has been a law unto himself. He speaks 
from wherever he happens to be. 

Apart from the honor involved, there is a certain advantage in 
sitting on one of these benches and in addressing the House from 
this location. It is the only place where a speaker has something 
to lean upon. It is, to the House of Commons, what the tribune 
is to continental chambers,^ Rather curiously there is no place in 
the House of Commons where a member can stand and speak face 
to face with all his fellow members. At either of the front benches 
his back will be turned to a considerable portion of his audience. 
If he should go to the top back bench on either side he could then 
have the entire membership of the House in sight; but half the 
members would then have their backs turned to him. Fortunately 
the acoustic properties of the House are good and a speaker can 
usually be heard no matter where he stands. 

On the same level as the floor of the House, and to the right 
of the speaker's chair, there is a small gallery or enclosure. It 
is irreverently known as ''the official pew.'' Here sit various per- 
manent officials (not members of the House) who may be w'anted 
by ministers during the debate. When some troublesome point is 
raised by an opposition speaker, the minister steps over to this 
enclosure and secures material for his reply. It is this practice 
that has given rise to the cynical assertion that the ministers are 
merely the spokesmen of their professional subordinates and that 

^ See chap. xxiv. 
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the House of Commons is in bondage to the higher ranks of the 
civil service. 

Some eccentricities of procedure are associated with the head- 
gear of members. Visitors to the House of Commons are surprised 
to see some members sitting with their hats on. The practice of 
wearing hats in the House of Commons is said to be a survival 
from the days when barons and knights came to parliament in full 
armor, with helmets of steel that could not be removed. In all 
probability, however, the custom of hat-wearing had a less chival- 
rous origin, for members of the House of Lords do not habitually 
wear their hats during debates, although they are even more di- 
rectly the descendants of the mediseval ironclads. The reason 
why the commoners wear their hats, while the lords do not, is 
simply because the House of Commons has never been provided 
with a convenient coatroom.^ At any rate, the earliest engravings 
of parliament show the members wearing gowns and caps; then 
in the seventeenth century they appear hatless but with flowing 
capes and swords; in the eighteenth century they wore elaborate 
wigs for headgear, and it was not until the nineteenth that the 
hats appeared.^ 

But hat-wearing in the House of Commons is on the wane. 
The practice is now confined, for the most part, to the relatively 
few members who wear silk hats (or “ toppers as Englishmen call 
them), and this glossy headgear is rapidly going the way of all 
flesh. On the other hand the custom of wearing hats in the House 
of Lords seems to be more common to-day than it used to be. Sir 
Henry Lucy, not many years ago, spoke of* it as quite excep- 
tional,” but at the present time the visitor to the galleries will see 
as many hats on the heads of lords as on those of commoners.’'^ 

The etiquette which governs the hat in the House of Commons 
is well established and rigidly enforced. A member may wear his 
hat until he rises to speak or until he moves from one seat to an- 
other. Then he must uncover. (This rule has been waived for 
women members.) Even if he leans forward to whisper in the ear 
of the member in front of him he must remove his hat. On the 

^ The present coatroom of the Commons is located a considerable distance from 
the chamber and hence is inconvenient to use. The lords, on the other hand, not 
only have a “ robing-room ” but there are liveried messengers in attendance to take 
and fetch their belongings. 

2 See the reproductions in A. F. Pollard, The Evolution of Parliament (London, 
1920). 

® Lords and Commoners, p. 99. 
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other hand a member who desires to raise a point of order while a 
vote is being taken must speak sitting and must have his hat on. 
This usage has grown to be an inconvenient one and it is not now- 
enforced. The lifting of the hat is also used as a signal to the pre- 
siding officer. It is in this way, for example, that the minister or 
member who is in charge of a bill moves its advancement to the 
next stage. When the debate seems to have died down, the speaker 
looks toward the minister who is in charge of the measure. The 
latter does not rise or speak a word; he merely lifts his hat and the 
speaker puts the question, 
cornered contrivance which is called a hat, 


The speaker also carries a three- 
He brings it with 
him into the House, sets it on the arm of his chair, and picks it up 
when he leaves. It is manifestly part of his official uniform, but it 
never goes on his head. ^ 

It is an unwritten rule of the House that a member (other than 
one who sits on the front benches) may reserve any unoccupied 
seat by placing his hat on it. If, therefore, a private member goes 
out to the lobby, the library, the smoking room, the restaurant, or 
the terrace, he merely drops his hat on the bench where he has been 
sitting and departs with the assurance that he will find the place 
unoccupied wiien he returns. Due to the relatively small attend- 
ance when routine business is under consideration, there is not 
much occasion for members to reserve seats in this way; but on 
the opening day of a new session or when an important debate is 
scheduled, the quest for seats becomes lively. So a good many 
members (especially new members) go to the chamber some hours 
before the sitting begins and reserve seats for themselves by depos- 
iting their headgear in favorable locations. Those who do not 
take this precaution may have to find seats in the lower gallery 
(which is reserved as an overflow place for members) or may even 
have to stand during the proceedings. 

This method of reserving seats has had its humors. Some years 
ago, when the Irish Nationalists were in the House, one of their 
number conceived the idea of reserving enough seats for the entire 

^The lord chancellor, who presides in the House of Lords, has a similar “haf 
but he wears it atop his wig on certain formal occasions. And speaking of curious 
ofliciai headgear, it may be mentioned that a judge of the High Court of England 
also produces a “black cap” (as it is called) and puts it on his head when sentenc- 
ing a prisoner to death. It is merely part of his judicial regalia, though the wear- 
ing of it is now confined to this particular occasion of extreme seriousness. There 
is no historical basis for the popular impression that the cap and its blackness have 
some connection with the death sentence as such. 
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membership of his party/ nearly a hundred in all Hence in the 
grey dawn of the day on which a new parliament opened; he came 
to the House with a huge armful of hats and caps of varying sizeS; 
shapes, and ages. One by one he deposited them at suitable inter- ' 
vals on the best benches of the chamber and when the House 
assembled he passed the word to his fellow Nationalists that all 
the good seats were theirs for the taking. But the Tory members 
did not appreciate the humor of this proceeding. They protested 
against such trifling with an ancient tradition. Whereupon the 
House ordered an investigation of the whole question of reserving 
seats, and it was finally agreed that for the future a seat should be 
reservable only by the use of a member's own hat, and not by 
using what is termed in theatrical parlance, a ''property hat." 

Under the new regulations, moreover, a member may now reserve 
a seat by leaving his card on it. 

The usage of the House is friendly to hats but unfriendly to The wearing 
swords. No member (with one exception) may bring into the 
House a sword, or anything that looks like a sword, not even a 
drawing-room rapier such as the sergeant-at-arms girds to his belt. 

This prohibition recalls the days when the gentlemen of England 
wore swords that were sharp. During a heated debate it was not 
uncommon for a quick-tempered knight to reach a hand to his 
sword-hilt.^ His opponent across the aisle would sometimes meet 
the threat by doing likewise. There are several recorded instances 
of members drawing sabers and starting for each other, while 
friends on both sides intervened to avert a duel. So the House, in 
one of its irritable moments, decreed that a line be drawn, a thin 
red line, on the matting of the center aisle, about twenty-four 
inches from the lower benches on either side. Then it ordered that 
no member, in addressing the House, should step over this line. 

This diminished the danger of jousts in the chamber, but mem- Exceptions 
bers might still settle their differences by a duel in the lobby, so 
the House eventually forbade the wearing of swords altogether. 

So strict is the prohibition that when distinguished military or 
naval ofScers come to the Houses of Parliament they must un- 
buckle their weapons and leave them with the doorkeepers. The 
only exception to the rule is made in the case of the two members 
who move and second the address in reply to the speech from the 


^ The custom of wearing swords in the House continued until nearly the close 
of the eighteenth century. 
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throne.^ In accordance with a custom that goes back to time im- 
memorial, these two members may appear in court uniform, with 
swords and scabbards, but only for the day upon which the moving 
and seconding is done. And the knightly paraphernalia, even on 
this one occasion, sometimes becomes an embarrassing adjunct to 
their carefully-prepared speeches, by getting entangled with shaky 
legs at critical moments.^ 

Just inside the swing-doors which guard the main entrance to 
the chamber is a sliding brass rail which can be used to close the 
center aisle. This is the ‘^bar of the House which figures so fre- 
quently in the annals of parliament. When the House orders an^^- 
one before it, he is escorted to this bar by the sergeant-at-arms or 
his deputy, and on many occasions some hapless offender against 
the dignity or privileges of the House has been haled there for 
judgment. In former days the prisoner at the bar was compelled 
to kneel while the speaker solemnly pronounced the censure of the 
House or even sentenced him to imprisonment. But in 1772 the 
custom of requiring prisoners to kneel was discontinued by an order 
which provided that future offenders should receive the speaker's 
judgment standing.^ Imprisonment has not been meted out by 
Mr. Speaker to anyone, member or non-member, for many years. 
The last occasion was in 1880 when Charles Bradlaugh, an atheist 
member-elect, raised a ruction because he was not permitted to 
take the oath of allegiance in his own way. In the Clock Tower 
there are still some detention rooms for the confinement of those 
whom the speaker penalizes. 

But it is not offenders alone who come to the bar of the House. 
Men of all ranks and reputations have stood there at various times 
to be questioned by the House, or to make statements, or to plead 
causes, and indeed on some occasions to receive the thanks of the 
House for their services to the nation. The gossipy Pepys, as 
readers of the Diary will recall, once came to the bar and success- 
fully defended his administration of the admiralty. The Duke of 

^ The sergoant-at-arms wears a sword, of course, but he is not a member of the 
House and his chair is technically outside the chamber. 

2 Sir Henry Lucy, Lords and Commoners (New York, 1921), p. 97. 

^ The immediate occasion for the change, according to one authority, was the 
action of a certain journalist who was brought to the bar in 1771 for having pub- 
lished a report of the House proceedings. On rising from his knees, after being 
duly reprimanded by Mr. Speaker, this unabashed offender brushed the dust from 
his trousers and exclaimed, “What a damned dirty House!” The members did not 
know whether to bo angry or amused. 



Wellington was summoned to the bar in 1814 that he might re- 
ceive the thanks of the House for his services in the Peninsular 
Campaign. And fourteen years later, Daniel O’Connell came there 
to plead for Catholic Emancipation. Many other historic examples 
might be given. Technically, the bar is outside the House and 
hence beyond the scope of the rule that no one who is not a member 
may utter a word within the sacred precincts. The American cus- 
tom of inviting distinguished visitors to address the legislature 
from the speaker’s dais has no counterpart in England. 

Another term which figures in the parlance of the House is the The gang- 
gangway. It is a passageway running at right angles to the center 
aisle. Reference is commonly made, therefore, to ^^the benches 
below the gangway,” or “above the gangway.” There is no rule 
governing where members shall sit (except on the two front 
benches), but the tendency is for the younger members to find 
seats below the gang'way. This location, in any event, affords a 
better vantage-ground from which to assail the ministers. During 
the times that the Labor ministry has been in power, the Conserv- 
atives took the opposition side of the House above the gangway, 

\vhile the Liberals sat below it. The Irish members, in the old days, 
always sat below the gangway on the opposition side, — no matter 
which of the two parties was in power. It is a tradition of the 
House that these benches below the gangway can be counted 
upon to furnish trouble if a minister goes looking for it. 

But in recent years the back benches have hardly lived up to The noisy 
this tradition. Some of the Labor members, especially the “wild the House, 
men from the Clyde,” supply noise and interruptions enough; 
but they have hardly atoned for the withdrawal of that lively 
delegation which came from the green regions between Cavan 
and Cork. For more than half a century prior to the world 
war these Irish members flooded the chamber with their piquant 
individuality. They provided much of the eloquence, most of the 
humor, and all of the disorder. Their quickness of wit atoned for 
their lack of gentility. One day an absent-minded member, on 
finishing his speech, sat down on his tall silk hat and crushed it fiat 
as a doormat. Whereupon an Irishman, from below the gangway, 
arose and gravely said: “Mr. Speaker, permit me to congratulate 
the honorable member that when he sat on his hat his head was not 
in it.” A long-winded member, goaded by flippant interruptions, 
once undertook to admonish the House. “I am not speaking to 
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you ” he said, '' I am speaking to posterity.” '' Hurry up,” bawled 
an Irish member, “or you will soon have your audience in front of 
you.” Not all the humor has flown from the House even yet, but a 
goodly portion of it went with the signing of the Irish treaty. 

When the House of Commons proceeds to take a record vote it is 
not the practice to call the roll as in the House of Eepresentatives. 
A “division” is ordered by the Speaker, and the House divides in 
a literal sense. Adjoining the chamber, with entrances from its 
vestibule, are two rooms known as division lobbies. When the 
question is put, the members are herded into these lobbies. Those 
voting Aye go to the right ; those voting No to the left. Meanwhile, 
electric bells begin to tinkle in the reading room, smoking room, 
restaurant, and elsewhere, warning members that a vote is being 
taken. Six minutes are allowed before the lobby doors are closed. 
Then the members in each of the lobbies pass before a little desk 
and have their votes recorded. Ordinarily the process does not take 
long — about ten minutes or so. A roll-call in the House of Repre- 
sentatives consumes nearly four times as long. 

The marshals of the House are the party whips. It is they who 
steer the members into the division lobbies and make sure that all 
stragglers are rounded up. Each political party has two chief 
whips, senior and junior, besides several assistant whips. The chief 
whip of the ministerial party must make sure that a majority is 
within call at a mementos notice, for a defeat in the division lobbies 
may spell irretrievable disaster to the ministry. The chief opposi- 
tion whip, similarly, employs all his ingenuity to catch the other 
side napping. Both these functionaries must be vigilant, resource- 
ful, good tempered, and tactful. They must be constantly in 
attendance, no matter how dreary the debate becomes, for the 
House may divide at an unexpected moment. It was Disraeli, I 
think, who once said that the functions of a chief whip were “to 
make a House, to keep a House, and to cheer the ministers.” 
The description holds good to-day. 

Members of all parties are under obligation to let their whips 
know where they can be found in case a hurry call has to be sent 
out. And if an important division is impending, each member is in 
duty bound to get himself paired. The pairing is arranged by the 
rival whips. Each has his list of absent members who have declared 
their desire to vote Aye or No. These members are then paired off, 
one against another, so far as they will go. The chief whip on the 
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ministerial side holds the titular office of parliamentary secretary 
to the treasury and draws a salary as such, but he has no duties 
connected with the treasury. The three junior or assistant min- 
isterial whips also have sinecure positions on the treasury pay roll. 

They are rated as junior lords of the treasury. The opposition 
■whips get no emolument but only honor — ^and the hope of a 
salary when their party comes into power. 

Among the present-day functions of the House, the oldest is Presenting 
that of receiving and presenting petitions. Originally the Commons 
received petitions from the people and presented them to the king. 

The latter decided whether the petitions should be granted. The 
petitions still keep coming in, although not in such large numbers, 
and they no longer go to the crown for consideration. A few peti- 
tions are presented at almost every sitting of the House by members 
whose constituents have prepared them. But they are not read to 
the House. The member who presents a petition on behalf of his 
constituents merely indicates its nature and tells how many signa- 
tures there are to it. Thereupon the speaker directs him to drop 
the document into a sack which hangs to the left of the chair. At 
intervals the contents are carried to the committee on petitions, 
which is supposed to examine them carefully— but never does. 

When a petition goes into the sack, that is the last of it. ^'As What be- 
well might it be dropped over the terrace into the Thames.” ^ thS^! 
Monster petitions come to the House at times, petitions bearing 
signatures by the hundreds of thousands. They are carried down 
the aisle by attendants who deposit them at the foot of the clerk's 
table. Sometimes they are too big for the sack, in which case, after 
being formally presented, they are carried out again. The whole 
thing is nothing but a gesture, the shadow of what was once a 
reality. Petitions play a small part in the House procedure of 
to-day, but the tradition of their ancient importance is kept alive 
by the rule which gives the filing of petitions a priority over all 
other business in the House, no matter how urgent. 

There is no clapping of hands in the House of Commons. Ap- How the 
plause is not given in that way. When a member desires to show p^auds.^^ 
his approval of something that has been said, he cries ^^Hear! 
hear!” Others may join in the chorus until it assumes the pro- 
portions of a babel But these exclamations do not invariably ex- 
press sentiments of approval By an appropriate modulation of the 

^ Sir Henry Lucy, Lords and Commoners (New York, 1921), p. 106. 
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voice the words may be made to throw ridicule on what a speaker 
has said. "'The present government has done much for India/^ 
asserts a minister. ^^Hear, hear! Hear^.hearT^ comes the ejaculation 
from the opposition benches — w'hich, being interpreted, means 
that the opposition believes it in a satirical sense. Interjected at 
just the right moment, these words are often used to puncture a 
swelling bubble of eloquence. The House uses other forms of vocal 
interruption. Groups of members join in shouting, Order, order!’’ 
or “Retract, retract ! ” “Division, division ! ” “Resign, resign ! ” 
and so on. Sometimes, in the attempt to howl down a speaker, 
they keep it up until the House is in a turmoil. 

The speaker of the House, in his endeavor to restore order, does 
not pound a gavel. He has no gavel. His only weapon is his 
voice. Above the commotion, he rises from his chair, puts out his 
hand and quietly commands the honorable gentlemen to be in 
order. He is usually obeyed. No member is allowed to be on his 
feet when the speaker is standing. Disraeli once said that in his 
day “even the rustle of the speaker’s robe ” was enough to check an 
incipient riot. But it has not been so on all occasions. Sometimes 
a speaker has had to expostulate rather vigorously. He may call 
upon a member to retract the unparliamentary expression which 
has caused the hubbub, or to apologize for some disparaging 
reference to a fellow member. In the event of a refusal he may 
order the offending member to leave the House, or in an aggravated- 
case he may “name him.” ^ When the speaker names a member his 
action is always followed by a motion to suspend the latter from 
the service of the House. This motion is put without debate and 
is invariably adopted. The suspension, unless rescinded, is for the 
balance of the session. 

Although there are galleries for visitors the theory still persists 
that the debates of the House of Commons are secret. Visitors are 

1 When addressing a member, in the ordinary course of debate, the speaker does 
not call him by name. Nor is any member designated in that way by his fellow 
members. It is always “the Honorable Member for So-and-So,” or if he be a privy 
councillor he is referred to as “the Eight Honorable Member.” Members who be- 
long to the army or the navy are always alluded to as “the Honorable and Gallant 
Member,” lawyers as “the Honorable and Learned Member.” A member with a 
courtesy title (see p. 108, note) is referred to as “the Noble Lord,” or, in 
the case of a lady of rank (e.g. Lady Astor or the Duchess of Atholl) as “ the Noble 
Lady,” A member refers to one of his own party as “my Honorable Friend,” to 
a member of another party as “the Honorable Member.” The speaker addresses 
and refers to members in this same way except that he makes no distinction as to 
party affiliations. When he names a member for disciplinary purposes he says “I 
name Mr. So-and-So to the House.” 
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merely tolerated; their right to be present at any time is not 
recognized by the rules of the House. This is shown by the way in 
which the House proceeds to clear the galleries when it wants them 
cleared. No resolve to go into executive session is ever presented, 
as in Congress. Some member of the House, usually the prime 
minister, merely draws the speaker's attention to the fact that 
strangers are present in violation of the rules. This ancient custom 
of ^'spying strangers" is a signal for the speaker to put the question 
^^that strangers be ordered to withdraw," a question which is not 
open to debate. If the vote is in the affirmative the galleries are 
thereupon cleared, even the representatives of the press being 
ordered out. The last occasion upon which strangers were “spied" 
in the House was during the two-day session on proposals for 
compulsory recruiting (April 25-26, 1916). On this occasion not a 
soul was permitted within earshot except the members of the 
House, the clerk, and the sergeant-at-arms. But the clearing of the 
galleries, it ought to be added, takes place on rare occasions 
only ; there have been only three of them during the past sixty 
years. 

Congress does most of its work in broad daylight; the House of How the 
, Commons prefers the hours of darkness. It often sits late, some- 
times very late. Occasionally it sits all night without adjourning. 

But its sittings ordinarily come to a close at midnight or there- 
abouts, whereupon the principal doorkeeper steps forth a pace or 
two into the lobby and in a strident voice calls out, “Who goes 
home?" The policemen in the corridors spring to attention and 
echo, “Who goes home?” Through the library, the smoking room, 
the side-corridors, and even along the terrace by the Thames, the 
cry resounds, “Who goes home?" Ministers and private members 
gather up their papers and drift down the center aisle through 
the swing-doors while the chorus of “Who goes home?" 
pours into their ears. Thus the Mother of Parliaments goes 
home. 

More clearly than anything else among the odd ways at West- A relic of 
minster this cry brings back the London of Pepys and Wren and 
Defoe. From Westminster to London in those days was a lonely 
Jaunt and the way was not safe for travel by night. The streets of 
the intervening parishes were policed, to be sure, — but only by 
tippling constables who spent most of their time in the alehouses. 

Thugs and roisterers roamed the poorly-lighted roads, and did not 
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hesitate to set upon lone wayfarers, whether in vehicle or afoot. 
So individual members of the House did not dare go home alone, 
and it became the practice to send squads of well-armed ''beef- 
eaters'^ from the Tower to escort those who were ready to leave 
before the sitting adjourned. As each squad arrived, its com- 
mander notified the doorkeeper and he sounded the call, "Who 
goes home?" Those who were minded to go had the opportunity. 
Or, if they chose to remain a while longer, the call would be reit- 
erated when the next squad from the Tower arrived. Westminster 
has become engulfed in Greater London and there is no safer city 
anywhere, hence the practice of sending armed escorts has long 
since been abandoned. But the doorkeeper and his fellow attend- 
ants still do their yocal part, even as their predecessors did it 
three hundred years ago. 

As a parting word to the members as they file out the doorway, 
the attendants keep shouting: "The usual time to-morrow, Sir"; 
"The usual time to-morrow." But why should the commoners 
need this reminder? Everybody knows that a quarter to three 
o'clock in the afternoon is the usual time, for it is fixed in the stand- 
ing orders, and if perchance there were to be any departure from it, 
every morning paper in London would headline the fact. The ^ 
members of to-day need no reminder as they leave the House, 
but there was a time in bygone centuries when they had neither 
standing orders nor newspapers to inform them. So the attendants 
assumed the admonitory function and no one has ever prevailed 
upon them to give it up. 

In the United States, when a member of the House of Repre- 
sentatives desires to resign, he merely hands his written resignation 
to the speaker. A writ may thereupon be issued for a special 
election to fill the vacancy. But a member of the House of Com- 
mons is not permitted to resign in this direct and simple fashion. 
According to a rule which dates back to 1623, no member can 
resign his seat. Having been drafted for service by his constituents, 
he must continue as their representative until the existing parlia- 
ment comes to an end. This rule, of course, is a heritage from 
the days when service in the House was regarded as a burden 
to be unloaded at the first opportunity. To-day, although the 
privilege of serving in the House is eagerly sought by English- 
men of all ranks, the old rule against resignations persists un- 
altered. 
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Yet there are practical considerations which make it desirable 
to relieve an individual member from further service when he in- 
sists upon it, and a roundabout way of doing this has been devised. 
It is provided by the Placemen Act of 1705, By the provisions of 
this act any member of the House who accepts an office of profit 
from the crown is forthwith disqualified from further service.^ 
The intent of this statute was to safeguard the House against the 
virtual bribery of its members by the king, whose habit it was to 
bestow lucrative sinecures upon influential commoners, thereby 
making them subservient to the royal influence. They became 
placemen and pensioners of the king, ready to do his bidding in 
the House. But parliament became concerned at this impairment 
of its freedom and eventually decreed that the member who went 
on the royal pay roll must ipso facto vacate his seat. This put an 
end to one method by which the king could control the nation’s 
lawmakers. 

Now it happens that there is an ancient office in the gift of the 
crown, known as the stewardship of the Chiltern Hundreds. The 
Chiltern Hundreds are three parcels of land in Buckinghamshire. 
Once upon a time this land belonged to the king and as it contained 
some forests a royal steward was put in charge of them. But the 
forests have long since been converted into parks and pastures so 
that there is no longer anything for the king’s steward to do. Never- 
theless the office has not been abolished. It is kept in existence for 
the sole purpose of providing a means of exit from the House of 
Commons. When, therefore, a member desires to vacate his seat, 
he applies to the chancellor of the exchequer for appointment to 
this nominal post. The request is always granted; a warrant is 
issued appointing the member to be steward of the Chiltern Hun- 
dreds during His Majesty’s pleasure, and notice of the appointment 
is duly inserted in the official gazette. The speaker thereupon takes 
cognizance of the fact that the member has disqualified himself 
by being appointed to an office of profit in the gift of the crown 
and accordingly declares him disqualified. ^ This done, the newly 
appointed steward of the Chiltern Hundreds retains his royal 
sinecure “during pleasure”; that is, until some other member 
desires freedom from service in the House. On a few occasions two 


^ For an amendment relating to members of the ministry, see p. 73. 

®The warrant gives the appointee “all wages, fees, allowances and privileges** 
connected %vith the office. There are, in fact, no fees or emoluments of any sort-^ 
but that makes no difference. 
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appointnients hav6 b6en made and two resignations received 

within twenty-four hours A When a London newspaper, therefore, 
prints a rumor that some member is “likely to take the Chiltern 
Hundreds,” this is merely a way of saying that he is going to resign 
by circumventing the rule that a member cannot resign. 

An odd circumlocution it may seem, and a superfluous one. 
From time to time some Englishmen have thought it so. More than 
a hundred and fifty years ago a distinguished statesman asked 
leave to bring in a bill enabling a member to vacate his seat by 
merely handing his resignation to Mr. Speaker, but the House 
resented the proposed innovation and by a decisive vote refused to 
allow even the introduction of the measure. Could one find a better 
illustration of that loyal adherence to ancient customs which is so 
characteristic of parliament? The House enjoys its old customs, 
and that is the way to preserve them. 

For many centuries it was the custom of the king to dissolve 
parliament in person. With glittering array he came in a state 
coach to Westminster, mounted the throne in the House of Lords, 
and read his speech of dissolution. But nowadays parliament is 
usually dissolved by commission. The crown appoints five lords 
commissioners (among them the lord chancellor is always included) 
to perform the duty. These commissioners, in scarlet robes, take 
their places on a bench in front of the great throne in the House of 
Lords. The faithful commoners are then summoned to the red 
chamber and the lord chancellor reads the king’s speech to the 
assembled gathering. It is always a perfunctory deliverance, 
thanking parliament and announcing that the work for which it 
was called has been completed. When the commoners have heard 
it they go back to their own chamber and make ready to leave. 
There are no votes of thanks to everybody for everything, as in 
American legislatures. There are no speeches laden with an ex- 
change of compliments. There is no presentation of a gold gavel 
or an illuminated address. The speaker, rising from his place, walks 
backward down the wide aisle between the benches, bowing sol- 
emnly to his empty chair. ^ The sergeant-at-arms, with the mace 

^ But what if too many members should happen to want to leave the House at 
once? In that case there are some other sinecure appointments, notably the steward- 
ship of the Manor of Chipstead, which can be utilized in addition to the Chiltern 
Hundreds. Occasionally a member has gone out of the House by this Chipstead 
route. 

2 This odd custom is said to hark back to the time when the House met in St. 
Stephen’s Chapel. In those days the speaker bowed toward the altar. The altar 
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on his shoulder, paces slowly after him. Ministers and members, 
forgetting their political animosities, gather in groups to say good- 
bye and to wish each other good luck in the coming election, for a 
general election always follows a dissolution. The cry of ^^Wlio 
goes home?” again resounds through the vaulted halls as the mem- 
bers pass the portals and are whirled away in the motors that stand 
chugging in line outside. Wlio goes home? Some of them have 
gone home to stay there, for the close of a parliament always marks 
the end of many political careers. 


The odd ways and pageantry of the House are touched upon in many 
books such as Sir Henry Lucy, Lords and Commoners (London, 1921); 
A. Wright and P. Smith, Parliament, Past a^id Present (2 vols., London, 
1902); H. Graham, The Mother of Parliaments (Boston, 1911); Michael 
MacDonagh, The Pageant of Parliament (2 vols.. New York, 1921); 
E. Lummis, The Speaker’s Chair (London, 1900); and J. Johnston, West'- 
minster Voices (London, 1928). 

is there no more, but the bowing continues. The members of the House, when they 
enter or leave the chamber during the regular sittings, also bow toward the speak- 
er’s chair. Similarly, in the British navy, every officer or man who sots foot on the 
quarterdeck of a war vessel salutes, — because in the old days a sacred image or 
picture was always placed on the quarterdeck. This same tradition has been in- 
herited by the American navy. 
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CHAPTER XII 

PARLIAMENTARY FINANCE 

This House will receive no petition for any sum relating to the public service, 
or proceed upon any motion for a grant or charge upon the public revenue, 
whether payable out of the consolidated fund or out of money to be provided 
by parliament, unless recommended from the crown . — Standing Orders of the 
House of Commons, No, 66. 

It is a fundamental principle of sound public finance, generally- 
recognized in all civilized countries, that no taxes shall be levied or 
expenditures authorized without specific action by the representa- 
tives of the people. This principle has had ostensible observance 
in England for many centuries, but it has only been strictly ob- 
served since the accession of William III. Revenue and expendi- 
ture are by far the most important matters that come before 
legislative bodies, and there are very few important projects of 
lawmaking which do not, directly or indirectly, affect the interests 
of the taxpayer. “The power to tax involves the power to de- 
stroy,” declared Chief Justice John Marshall in one of his famous 
decisions. “Who holds the purse holds the power” wrote James 
Madison in The Federalist, Both were right. Having full power to 
tax and to spend, a government needs no other authority. Hence 
it is not surprising that money bills should take up a large 
portion of the time which the House of Commons devotes to its 
work. They are regarded as sufficiently important to have a 
special procedure of their own. 

^riie pivotal point in British national finance is the institution 
known as the Treasury, It is the lineal descendant of the old Nor- 
man exchequer or revenue bureau of the king. Ostensibly the 
British Treasury of to-day is officered by a board, the Treasury 
Board it is called, consisting of a first lord of the treasury (who 
is usually the prime minister), the chancellor of the exchequer, 
and several junior lords of the Treasury, all of whom are members 
of parliament and of the ministry. In addition there is a parlia- 
mentary secretary and a financial secretary who are also members 
of the ministry. And, finally, there is a permanent secretary to the 
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^ To this statement there is a single exception. The members meet on one oc- 
casion, when a new ministry is formed, for the purpose of “ calling in,” or appointing 
the various secretaries. 

^ It will be recalled that the post of first lord is usually held by the prime minister, 

® Henry Higgs, The Financial System of the United Kingdom (London, 1914), p, 81. 
See also L. T. Heath, The Treasury (London, 1927). 

^ The exchequer is the auditing department of British government. Its head is 
the comptroller and auditor-general, who is not a member of the ministry. 
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Treasury who is not a member of parliament, or of the ministry; 
but is the head of the civil service^.," 

Now although the Treasury Koard is constructed in this plural itsprgani- 
fashion it is not really a board at all. Its members never meet or 
perform any collegial functions.^ The first lord, although he is 
titular head of the board, does not concern himself with its work 
unless some emergency arises.^ The junior lords and the parlia- 
mentary secretary are purely political officers. All the function s 
of the Treasury Board are performed in 
lord of the treasury,'' This official, who is 

chancellorofThe exchequer, is a member of the cabinet and one 
of its most influential members. The financial secretary is his 
assistant in parliament and in administration. It is the chan- 
cellor's function to regulate the public income and expenditure, to 
propose changes in taxation, or any measures affecting the public 
debt, to pilot such measures through parliament, to prepare the 
annual budget, to collect the revenues, to keep the various public 
services supplied with funds, to control the currency, and to 
supervise the banks.® Surely a big enough task for any one min- 
ister! The Treasury provides the money fo r carrying o n eve ry 
b ranch of the administration , hence its actual head (the chancellor 
of the exchequer) must keep in touch with them all. And this 
keeping in touch has developed into a considerable measure oi 
supervision over all the other government departments. 

The Treasury Board provides, therefore, a good illustration of A^cwbua 
the gap which so often intervenes between the nomenclature and 
the facts of British government. Nominally it is a board pLfiyjg., 
o r six members, headed bv a first lor d. But its functions have been 
whol ly trans ferred to a single official, the chance llor of the ex- 


■ Its name by tne 
5 much better known as the 


chequer, w ho, b^TtEe way, has now noth ing to do with the ex- 
cEequerilnil lA TEi sofiM^a^^^ : 

oFtEF currency and director, of the budget all rolled into one. His 
office is the^ent er around which the whole financial syst em o f 
Great Britain revolves. But the chancellor acts always in the 
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name of the Treasury Board and all his instructions to the various 
departments go out in the name of the “ Commissioners of His 
Majesty’s Treasury/^ 

The initial step in the financial work of parliament is the corn- 

sent by the Treasury to the heads of all departments asking them 
t o furnisli^Su^’cQnh^ mn^EeiFproBabBTe qmreme for the 
next fiscal year.^ Ther5rpmlEe"financraT officers in the various de- 
^rtments pul their'^j^eusJjQ^^ and when their estimates are 
ready send them dow,n Jj^ihe-HVeasury. They must be made in a 
form prescribed, on uniform sheets, and in considerable detail. 
They must be accompanied by explanations of all increases over 
the estimates of the preceding fiscal year. All fixed charges, or 
charges upon the Consolidated Fund such as interest on the 
national debt, the civil list, the salaries of judges, pensions, and so 
on are not inserted in the estimates but are figured separately. 
More than one-third of the entire national expenditures are in this 
category. As for the controllable expenditures there is a general 
understanding that iLa>d ^artment desires a substantial increase 
in fundaJorj my of its' activities, it will consult w ith the chancellor 
of the e xchequer or with hissuborginafe^ih the Treasury befo re 
includ ing the amount in its estimate s. In this way the Treasury 
has something approaching a veto upon departmental increases 
even before the estimates are made ready for parliament. If 
disagreement arises between the chancellor of the exchequer anc 
the head of any department concerning a proposed increase thf 
matter is referred to the prime minister, or to the whole cabinet fo 
adjudication. 

When the estimates are all prepared, and are in the hands of the y 
Treasury, the first step is to have them checked up with the figures / 
of the preceding year, Numerbus"l 3 bhWe^ / 

betwe®15fflniidsm the Treasury and officials of the various deJ 
partments with a view to getting reductions by mutual agreement/ 
Meanwhile figures of probable revenues are prepared by the various 
departments to the best of their ability, and when the total esti- 
mates have been footed up it is usually found that more money is 
asked for than can be provided by the existing taxes. Hence it 
becomes necessary to insist upon reductions of expenditure where- 

^ The estimates for the army, navy, and air force do not go to the Treasury 
but are approved by the chancellor of the exchequer personally. ' ' 
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ever this can be done with the least detriment to the public service^ 
or else to find some new sources of revenue. The chancellor of the 
exchequer makes up his mind as to the wisest course and then 
lays the situation before the cabinet. The cabinet, after hearing 
his recommendations and after a full discussion of the various 
problems involved, authorizes the chancellor to lay his estimates 
and proposals before parliament, with such modifications as may 
have been agreed upon. 

The estimates of expenditure, however, do not have to wait 
until all questions relating to the revenue are passed upon by the 
cabinet. They are presented to the House of Commons as soon 
as they have been approved, and preferably at the very opening of 
the session. A little later the chancellor of the exchequer makes an | 
elaborate budget speech to the House in which he reviews the | 
finances of the past, the revenue, the expenditure, the nationals 
debt, and the surplus or deficit. This review serves as a prelude to 
a more detailed statement of 'the financial program for the current 
year — particularly as regards new taxes, or increased taxes, or 
reduced taxes. Of old this budget speech was an all-day affair, but 
in recent years it has been much abridged and most of the figures 
that formerly rolled from the chancellor's tongue, hour after hour, 
are now given to the House in printed form. Gladstone, during his 
long parliamentary career delivered the annual budget speech on 
thirteen occasions, sometimes reeling off his statistics for four or 
five hours at a stretch. He did it with a charm which one of his 
admirers referred to as “setting figures to music. The budget 
speech, it may be mentioned, is made to the House sitting in 
Committee of the Whole. 

For several weeks the House devotes a large portion of its time 
to this financial program, approving the estimates and providing 
the funds. When debating the estimates it sits as a Committee of 
the Whole House “in supply^^; when providing funds it sits as a 
Committee of the Whole House “in ways and means.” Hence the 
terms House in Supply and House in Ways and Means, as they are 
colloquially used. The estimates are presented in sections and 
each section is taken up in “votes” or groups of items. The finan- 
cial secretary of the Treasury champions the civil estimates; the 
secretary of state for war is responsible for presenting the military 
estimates; the minister for air brings in the air force estimates; 
and ther^fli’st lord of the admiralty presents the naval estimates/ 
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Thus the work on the floor is allotted to the men who know most 
about it. Amendments may be offered to strike out or to decrease 
any item; but no increases or new insertions can be proposed 
except by a member of the ministry, for a standing order of the 
House (quoted at the head of this chapter) stipulates that no 
proposal of expenditure can be considered unless it is made in the 
name of the crown, and only a minister has authority to speak in 
the crown’s name. This means, as a matter of reality, that there is 
no chance of getting an appropriation for any purpose whatsoever 
unless the chancellor of the exchequer agrees to it. Rule No. 66 
makes him as nearly a financial dictator as can be found in any 
country that maintains a system of representative government. 

Occasionally, however, if good reasons have been shown during 
the discussion, the minister in charge of the estimates (after con- 
sultation with the chancellor of the exchequer) will himself propose 
an increase or a new item, but in general the influence of the 
House is restricted to eliminations and reductions only.^ In 
practice, moreover, the House accomplishes very little by way of 
revision downward, for when the ministers decline to accept a 
reduction they can summon a majority of the House to stand by 
them as a matter of confidence. On minor items the ministers 
sometimes give way for the sake of party happiness, but on im- 
portant ones they stand their ground. The result is that the es- 
timates go through with no drastic alterations and in a remarkably 
short space of time. The opposition concentrates its fire upon a 
relatively few ^Votes’’ and permits the rest to pass without debate. 

The principal end achieved by these budget debates is not a re- 
duction of proposed expenditures but a general airing of grievances 
and a wide-ranging review of administrative policy. If any meznber 
of the opposition is dissatisfied with some action of the home office, 
for example, he bides his time until the estimates for that depart- 
ment are reached. Then he moves a reduction in the minister’s 
salary and uses this motion as a cover for his attack. But in any 
event the debates in Supply (exclusive of those on the supplemen- 
tary estimates) must be concluded in twenty days. All votes 
become subject to the closure at the expiration of this time 
limit. 


^ By a, ruling of the speaker no motion may be made to reduce the amount of a 
grant-in-aid. For a discussion of grants-in-aid, see Sidney Webb, Grants in Aid 
(London, 1920), 
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When the estimates have all been voted by the House in Supply, 7. The rev- 
and the various revenue proposals have been approved by the |pp?op?ii„ 
House in Ways and Means, the whole is then embodied in two bills, 
a finance bill and an appropriation bill. The former deals with new 
taxes or changes in the rates of old ones; the latter authorizes all 
expenditures that have been agreed upon. Both are thereupon put 
through the usual stages and passed by the House. 

After the House of Commons has finished with the finance and The House 
appropriation bills they are sent to the House of Lords, but the 
upper chamber has now no alternative but to pass them without feTeT/sSk 
amendment. This limitation, it will be recalled, was established 
by the Parliament Act of 1911, If the Lords, having received a 
money bill at least one month before the end of the session, should 
neglect to take ajSBrmative action the bill goes forward for the 
royal assent without their concurrence. This assent is a mere 
matter of form, and when it is given the appropriations become 
available to the various departments, and the Treasury proceeds to 
raise the revenues that have been authorized.^ 

But while all this estimating, debating, and assenting is going Votes on ae- 
on money must be had to carry on the government. To meet this 
need the House of Commons passes various votes on account,” 
in other words it grants sufficient funds to carry the various de- 
partments along until the annual appropriations become available. 

These votes on account are lumped together in a bill known as the 
Consolidated Fund (No. 1) Bill which is enacted early in the session. 

This bill also provides a sufficient grant of money to cover any 
deficits that may have been incurred during the previous fiscal 
year. 

It will be noted from the foregoing outline that the British The cen- 
national budget is framed, presented, debated, and passed in two on^SponS- 
divisions, one dealing with expenditures and the other with revc- 
nue. But both divisions emanate from the same source, namely fcionai 
the cabinet, and they are considered by the same body, that is, 
by the House of .Commons sitting in each case as a committee of 
the whole House under two different names. The essential unity 
of the British financial system arises from the fact that the chancel- 

^ Increases in the rates of income taxes, or excises or customs duties, when pro- 
posed in the budget speech, go into force at once — before parliament has passed 
the finance bill and presented it for the royal assent. If for any reason the proposed 
rates do not go through, the additional taxes are refunded; but this very rarely 
occurs. 
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lor of the exchequer, with the aid of his fellow ministers, is re- 
sponsible for preparing the entire budget, responsible for what it 
contains, and responsible for getting it adopted b}^ parliament. 
The concentration of financial responsibility is complete, which is 
not yet true of budget procedure in Congress despite the marked 
progress which has been made during recent years. 

In the United States the estimates of expenditure are compiled 
by the director of the budget from figures submitted to him by the 
various departments. The director of the budget transmits these 
estimates to the President who, in turn, forwards them to Congress 
with his recommendations. Thus far the British and American 
procedures are substantially alike, inasmuch as the executive in 
both countries takes the initial step and submits to the legislative 
body a general plan of national expenditures. But there the paral- 
lel ends. In the House of Representatives the estimates go to a 
committee on appropriations which may recommend changes in 
them at will, either up or down, and from this committee they go 
before the whole House which has an unrestricted right both by 
law and by usage to increase, decrease, insert, or eliminate. There 
is no rule, as in the House of Commons, that additions may only 
be made on recommendation of the executive. And after the House 
of Representatives is through with the estimates the Senate of the 
United States (unlike the House of Lords) takes them in hand, 
making such further changes as it may desire. In a word there is 
no such executive control over financial measures in Congress as 
is exerted by the British ministers in parliament, and hence there 
is no such complete fixation of responsibility. 

There is a further difference. In Congress proposals for raising 
the necessary revenues sometimes come from the secretary of the 
treasury through the President, but they may also be brought 
forward by any member of the House on his own initiative. And 
in either case they are considered by a different committee from 
that which handles the appropriations. Expenditures are handled 
by one set of men, and revenues by another, each working sep- 
arately. The chairmen of the two committees confer a good deal, 
and a certain amount of team play is secured; but the responsi- 
bility is divided. Finally, it will be noted that in the House of Com- 
mons, when appropriations or revenue measures are under discus- 
sion, the heads or deputy heads of the executive departments are 
on the floor to explain, defend, and answer questions. In Congress 
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this is not the case. The head of a department may be asked to 
submit explanations in writing, or to come in person before a con- 
gressional committee; but he does not appear on the floor of the 
House or the Senate, for he cannot be a member of either body. 

All this does not mean, however, that the British budgetary 
system, taking it as a whole, is superior to the American. On the 
contrary there are some respects in which it is inferior. Definite 
fixation oi responsibility is an excellent thing in its way; it makes 
for economy in public expenditures, but it inevitably involves a 
concentration of power. In Great Britain the cabinet, not the 
House of Commons, is the body which really controls the finances 
of the realm. And the cabinet is tributary to the chancellor of the 
exchequer, who is its financial chief and adviser. To this it will be 
replied, of course, that the chancellor is merely the creature of the 
House and absolutely responsible to it, which is all true enough if 
one is discussing the theory of English government. But the fact 
is that the House of Commons, with all its theoretical control of 
the ministry, cannot increase or diminish a single item in the 
budget, against the chancellor's will, except by persuading a ma- 
jority of the commoners to desert their own party and turn their 
own leaders out of office for the benefit of the other side. A puta- 
tive power which assumes for its exercise that politicians will 
regularly do anything of this sort is a shaky basis for ministerial 
responsibility in matters of finance to rely upon. Some years ago a 
committee reported that in a whole quarter of a century it could 
not find a single instance in which the House, by its own direct 
action, had reduced, on financial grounds, any estimate submitted 
to it by the ministry. 

Still, neither the chancellor of the exchequer nor his colleagues 
wish to take the chance of driving their followers to mutiny. On 
the contrary, they also are politicians and hence quite sensitive to 
public opinion. They avoid, so far as practicable, the submission 
of proposals which stir up opposition among the people and hence 
arouse undue antagonism in the House. Even on the floor, after 
the proposals have been presented, they often give way when it 
seems good political strategy to do so. With due allowance for 
ministerial sensitiveness and courtesy, however, the English cabi- 
net is the real comptroller of the national purse. If the British 
budget were put directly into effect as soon as it has been approved 
by 
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would not be appreciably different. But in that case the opposition 
would be deprived of what is now its best opportunity for launch- 
ing its criticisms against the general policy of the government. 

It should be explained, of course, that the rule against inserting 
new items in the estimates, or increasing items already there, is 
not a hard-and-fast constitutional provision, but merely a rule of 
its own which the House of Commons can repeal at any time. It 
is a self-denying ordinance which the House imposed upon itself 
more than two centuries ago and which it could rescind to-morrow 
if it chose. But there is no probability that it will ever do so, for 
the rule is one which most Englishmen (and many Americans also) 
look upon as a good one for any legislative body to have. 

On the other hand the fact that private members cannot move, 
insert, or increase any item causes many of them to lose interest in 
the budget. Politicians are interested in opening, not in closing, 
the public purse. The member, in any legislative body, who dis- 
plays a genuine interest in cutting down items of expenditure rather 
than in raising them is likely to get himself looked upon as a wild 
ass of the desert. Such men usually succeed in getting someone 
else to succeed them at the next election. So, night after night, 
when the House is Supply,” the chamber remains half empty. 
As an Irish member once complained, it is “overrun with ab- 
sentees.” 

It is hard to imagine anything more dreary than these “ debates ” 
on the estimates — dreary for everybody except the minister who is 
putting his items through and the few opposition critics who are 
nibbling at him. The ministers can sit snug, for they know that 
time is on their side. When the twenty days are up the estimates 
must be voted on, and they have the votes to put them through. 
Hence, although the discussions appear to be conducted in a go- 
as-you-please fashion, the estimates are really put through the 
House of Commons under much greater pressure than is the case 
in the House of Representatives. Sometimes half the entire esti- 
mates go through at Westminster in a single day — the last day. 
This means that millions are voted without any parliamentary dis- 
cussion at all. . It is a fair criticism of the British House of Com- 
mons, and one often voiced by its own members, that inadequate 
discussion is devoted to the financial problems of a great empire 
which is hard pressed to raise the four billion dollars that it now 
spends each year. 





The House of Commons has long appreciated the need for some Attempts to 
alterations in its financial procedure. In 1912 it created a Select 
Committee on Estimates to go over the proposed appropriations 
before they came up in the Committee of the Whole House and 
^Ho report what, if any, economies consistent with the policy im- 
plied in those estimates should be effected therein. But when the 
world war came upon Europe this select committee was literally 
swamped out of existence by the huge increase of expenditures. 

Later the House ordered that further study be given the matter 
and appointed a committee on national expenditures to work out 
a plan whereby the estimates might be assured of more careful 
consideration. This committee made various recommendations, 
and although these have not yet been adopted one of them is 
particularly worth noting because it indicates where the financial 
procedure of parliament is avowedly weak. This is the proposal 
that amendments offered by members, when the House is sitting 
in Supply, should not be treated as hostile to the ministry, or as 
involving any want of confidence in it, but merely as business 
propositions on which the House should be free to disregard party 
lines. This, of course, would greatly weaken the cabinet^s control 
over financial measures in parliament and would undoubtedly 
lead to the making of many changes in the estimates which the 
ministers, under the present usage, would never tolerate. 


When the appropriation and finance bills have been duly passed 
by parliament, and have received the royal assent, it is the function ments. 


of the Treasury to carry them into operation. Practically ail the 
national revenues, whether from customs, excises, death duties, 
income taxes, or such national services as the post office, go into 
a repository known as the Consolidated Fund. This fund is kept 
on deposit in the Bank of England, from which it is checked out 
to the paymaster-general who distributes it in payment of salaries 
and bills. Before any transfer of money to the paymaster-general 
is made, however, it must be approved by the comptroller and 
auditor-general, an officer of high standing who is head of the 
exchequer, independent of the Treasury and responsible to parlia- 
ment alone. His duty is to make certain that an appropriation to 
cover the expense has been made by parliament and that this ap- 
propriation has not been already exhausted. All appropriations 
are still made “to the crown” as they were in the middle ages. 
But they are earmai'ked for the use of specified departments or 
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services, and it is not within the power of the crown to divert the 
money to other uses. On the other hand the spending of an ap- 
propriation is not obligatory. The Treasury can withhold an 
expenditure after it has been authorized and leave the money un- 
spent. 

In view of the fact that all the financial needs of the government 
for the fiscal year are embodied in a large appropriation bill and 
passed by parliament during the course of each fiscal year it may 
well be asked: How about the unforeseen needs which must inevit- 
ably arise after parliament has made its appropriations and is no 
longer in session? How are unexpected and urgent calls for military 
or naval outlays met? There is an element of flexibihty in the 
British financial system which permits the government to take 
care of such emergencies. In the first place the regular estimates 
contain, in the case of each department or service, an allowance 
for unforeseen contingencies. From long experience in the prep- 
aration of estimates each department is able to figure out a sum 
that may reasonably be expected to cover things unforeseen and 
unexpected. Then there are certain funds, distinct from the Con- 
sohdated Fund, which can be drawn upon by the Treasury when 
emergencies arise either at home or abroad. It is required, how- 
ever, that all advances from these funds shall be reported to parlia- 
ment and repaid out of the appropriations of the next fiscal year. 

Furthermore it is provided in the annual appropriation act that 
if a necessity shall arise for incurring military or naval expendi- 
ture not covered by specific appropriations and w'hich cannot 
without detriment to the public service be postponed until provi- 
sion can be made for it by parliament in the usual course, the 
Treasury may authorize such expenditure out of any surplus funds 
available at the moment in the same department. There are 
occasions, however, when the emergency is too great to be 
met by any or all of these provisions; in that event parliament 
must be hurriedly smnmoned and asked to make new appropria- 
tions. 

In the United States, when Congress appropriates money for 
the use of the various departments and services, the heads of these 
departments are not given much discretion in spending it. Money 
voted for the needs of one bureau in a department cannot be used 
for the needs of another bureau in the same department, nor can 
funds voted for one purpose be used for another purpose even 
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within the same bureau,— for salaries, let us say, instead of mate- 
rials and supplies. The American tendency is to tie the executive 
officials tight by designating as much in detail as may be the pur- 
pose for which the money can be spent. If an amount is appropri- 
ated for equipment, and the equipment turns out to be unneces- 
sary, this money cannot be used for materials, or supplies, or 
services, or anything else that may be accounted just as useful. 

In Great Britain a good deal more latitude is allowed. There 
the appropriations are arranged by ‘'votes,’' which are divided 
into subheads, and these, again, into items. Parliament passes the 
appropriations by votes, not by subheads or items, leaving to the 
Treasury the right to transfer money from one subhead or item 
to another. Thus it is less rigid than Congress in earmarking 
appropriations for specific purposes; but the Treasury in England 
takes up the slack that parliament leaves. Next to nothing can be 
done in any department by way of changing the details of expendi- 
ture, the salaries of clerks, or the duties of public employees with- 
out the approval of the Treasury. If the home office wants an 
additional inspector of constabulary, or the foreign office desires 
to add an additional secretary to the staff of the British embassy 
at Paris, a request must be submitted to the treasury (the chancel- 
lor of the exchequer) and sanctioned before it becomes effective. 
This paternal authority of the Treasury rests upon long usage and 
is not now questioned or resented by the various departments. It 
has the merit of allowing all reasonable leeway while providing a 
definite responsibility for the details as well as for the gross amounts 
of expenditure. 

The total revenue of the United Kingdom for 1929 amounted to 
about four billion dollars; that of the United States totalled less 
than three and a half billions.^ The chief sources of national rev- 
enue in Great Britain are customs duties on imports, excises on 
liquor, tobacco, and various other luxuries, inheritance taxes 
(estates taxes or death duties they are called), income taxes and 
surtaxes, corporations profits taxes, motor vehicle taxes, land 
taxes, stamp taxes on legal documents, and profits from govern- 
ment enterprises (the postal, telegraph, and telephone services). 
It will be noticed that almost every conceivable source of revenue 

^ The growth of the British budget during the decade 1913-1929 is impressive. 
In 1913 the total expenditures were less than £200,000,000; in 1929 they were more 
than four times as large. The peak was reached in 1918 when they totalled more 
than two and a half billion pounds- 
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is being tapped to meet the enormous expenditures which have 
been placed upon the country as a legacy of the war and the sub- 
sequent industrial depression. 

Among general items of expenditure the “national debt services” 
bulk largest of all. Interest on this debt amounts to more than one 
and one-half billion dollars per annum. In the United States the 
annual interest on the national debt is less than half that sum. The 
British army, navy, and air forces consume most of another billion. 
The civil services of all sorts (including old age pensions and other 
forms of social insurance) take the rest. 

In connection with British national finance the Bank of England 
deserves a word, for it is the depositary of the national funds and 
the government’s chief fiscal agent. Founded in 1694 for the pur- 
pose of providing the nation with loans it has long enjoyed not 
only the exclusive right to receive such government deposits as 
are kept in England but a virtually exclusive right, among Eng- 
lish banks, to issue paper money.^ Unlike the federal reserve banks 
of the United States the Bank of England is not subject to control 
or direction by a government board. The British government owns 
no stock in the bank and appoints none of its directing officials. 
Having no depository of its own it merely uses the Bank of Eng- 
land for this purpose as a private customer would do. The bank 
receives the government’s revenue, credits it to the proper ac- 
count, and pays it out under the direction of the paymaster- 
general. The Bank of England also serves as a registry for govern- 
ment bonds and acts as the government’s agent in paying interest 
upon the national debt. 

AU the financial accounts of the national government are audited 
in the office of the comptroller and auditor-general. This official 
is appointed by the crown, holds office during good behavior, and 
cannot be removed except at the request of both Houses of Parlia- 
ment. He has no power to disallow any item of expenditure and 
merely reports irregularities to the Treasury for such action as it 
may see fit to take. But the comptroller and auditor-general makes 
an annual report to parliament and this report is referred to the 
standing committee on public accounts which is appointed in the 

^ Both privileges are enjoyed by banks in Scotland. The Bank of England’s 
monopoly as respects both deposits and notes is confined to England and Wales. 
A few English banks, moreover, which had the right to issue paper money prior to 
1844 have been permitted to continue in the enjoyment of this privilege. The total 
amount of these issues now outstanding is relatively small. 
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House of Commons at the beginning of each session. A leading 
member of the opposition is usually appointed chairman of this 
committee. Its business is to go through the report and accounts, 
noting cases in which the appropriations have been exceeded, hear- 
ing explanations of any irregularities, and finally reporting to the 
House. The moral effect of such a report is considerable. 


The best book on this subject is the volume on The System of Financial 
Administration of Great Britain, prepared by Messrs. W. F. Willoughby, 
W. W. Willoughby, and S. M. Lindsay, for the Institute for Government 
Research (New York, 1917), but mention should also be made of Henry 
Higgs, The Financial System of the United Kingdom (London, 1914); 
J. W. Hills, The Financial System of the United Kingdom (London, 1925); 
E. H. Young, The System of National Finance (London, 1915); H. J. 
Robinson, The Power of the Purse (London, 1928); A. H. Gibson, British 
Finance, 1914-1921 (London, 1921); T. L. Heath, The Treasury (London, 
1927); E. H. Davenport, Parliament and the Taxpayer (London, 1919); 
A. L. Bowley and Josiah Stamp, The National Income (London, 1927); 
C. F. Bastable, Piihlic Finance (London, 1903); H. Dalton, Principles of 
Public Finance (4th edition, London, 1927) ; and A. C. Pigou, A Study in 
Public Finance (London, 1927) . 
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Parties are inevitable. No free large country has been without them. No 
one has shown how representative government could be worked without them. 
They bring order out of the chaos of a multitude of voters. If parties cause 
some evils, they avert and mitigate others. Lord Bryce. 

The party is, in fact, the most effective political entity in the modern na- 
tional state. It has come into existence with the appearance of representative 
government on a large scale; its development has been unhampered by legal or 
constitutional traditions, and it represents the most vigorous attempt which 
has been made to adapt the form of our political institutions to the actual 
facts of human nature.—Gra/iaw W alias. 

No discussion of free government can pretend to any sort of 
completeness if it disregards the place and function of political 
parties in the mechanism of the commonwealth. True enough, 
political parties are not of the government; they are below or be- 
hind it; they work in the twilight zone of politics; yet their role in 
the actualities of representative rulership is undeniably great. No 
free large country has ever been without them, as Lord Bryce has 
said. No free country ever can be without them — and stay free. 
They have been functioning — Lancastrians and Yorkists, Cavaliers 
and Roundheads, Whigs and Tories, Liberals and Conserva- 
tives— in England for at least five hundred years, ever since Eng- 
land had a parliament worthy of the name. 

England, in fact, is the ancestral home of political parties as 
we now understand thenijTiharii, of grou^'^oi^atm to promote 
by peaceful means their own conceptions of the general welfare. 

, Political parties, in this sense, are of British origin because respon- 
sible government is of British origin. Partyism and responsible 
government are inseparable; one goes with the other. The quack- 
doctors of political science tell us that the world would be better 
off if partyism were exorcised from the body politic — but if the 
operation were successful democracy would die in the process. It is 
easy to say that we should ''change the narrow spirit of party into 
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the diffusive spirit of public benevolence/^ but no one has yet 
shown how it can be done. 

Parties are inevitable because the people of any country, when 
given the means of controlling their government, are sure to dis- 
agree among themselves. They will not be of one mind as to how 
the government ought to be carried on. On the other hand they 
will not split into an indefinite number of small groups. They will 
range themselves into two, three, four, five, or some other small 
number of factions — because there are only so many possible 
attitudes toward the more important political issues. It is a 
common saying that there are two sides to every question. In 
politics there are of£en more than two. Take the tariff, for example. 
You can raise it, lower it, revise it (by raising some duties and 
lowering others), or leave it as it is. Here is a political issue with 
four sides to it, and consequently it affords an opportunity for at 
least four groupings of political opinions. So with India. The Brit- 
ish people can give India no self-government, or a little, or much, or 
can concede to India complete authority. Or, again, take pro- 
hibition as an issue. There are bone-drys, drys, wets, wringing 
wets, and all degrees of moisture in between. So it is with other 
political problems; the alternatives are reduced by the nature of the 
issue, or by practical considerations, to five, four, three—and 
frequently to two. Anyhow, as someone has cynically remarked, 
there are only two sides to a public office — the outside and the 
inside. .Parties exist, therefore, because although men and women 
are ostensibly free to form their own individual opinions on politi- 
cal questions they find themselves confronted with a limited 
number of alternatives, and, if you will, a limited number of 
offices. 

There has been much controversy as to whether political parties 
are good or evil. Most of this discussion is beside the point. The 
vital question is not whether political parties are a bane or a bless- 
ing, but how they can best be made to serve the interests of demo- 
cratic government. How can we make them help, not hinder, a 
scheme of government by the consent of the governed? And the 
answer to this vital question will never be secured by ignoring the 
existence of political parties, or by endeavoring to conduct its 
government on the assumption that they can be left out of 
reckoning. Political parties, by whatever name they may be 
known, should be regarded in the same light as parliaments, 
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presidents, and courts — as an essential part of the governing 
mechanism.^ 

As for the origin of parties they probably began with human 
nature. Men have thought in groups ever since they began to 
think. It is much easier to think that way. Thinking is work. The 
generality of men prefer to let others do it for them. They take 
their opinions ready-to-wear. It is sometimes said that these 
earliest groups were factions, not parties. That is true, for they 
were literally, not metaphorically, at swords’ points with each 
other. Victory was not decided by counting heads, but by breaking 
them. Battle-axes, not ballots, were what settled the outcome. 
The faction which won took all the power and all the rights. Its 
opponents were treated as rebels, insurgents, enemies of the state. 
They were dealt with as the Bolshevists now treat the counter- 
revolutionaries. 

The student of history does not need to be reminded of the 
factional groupings which existed from earliest times down to the 
close of the middle ages. He has read of Pharisees and Sadducees, 
Patricians and Plebeians, Guelfs and Ghibellines. Perhaps it has 
not occurred to him that these were political parties in embryo. 
Their aim was to get the upper hand, to control the affairs of the 
community. If we call them factions rather tlian parties it is only 
because their methods were crude or violent. In mediseval Eng- 
land these political factions fought each other not only on the floor 
of parliament but sometimes on the battlefields as well. The 
Lancastrians and Yorkists, with their long drawn out and bitter 
rivalry, kept the land in a turmoil for almost a century. The Wars 
of the Roses were the work of politicians who had not yet learned 
to settle their controversies by the arbitrament of the ballot box. 
These wearers of the red rose and the white rose were members of 
rival parties, dynastic parties. So were the Cavaliers and Round- 
heads of the Stuart era. To-day we would call them Monarchists 
and Republicans, Legitimists and Reeonstructionists, Conserva- 
tives and Progressives, or some such appellations. 

■ A little later, when the supremacy of parliament became defi- 
nitely established under William III, the nicknames Tory and Whig 

1 One of the most remarkable things about the older books on English government 
is the way in which they ignored this topic. They dismissed parties and partyism 
as irrelevant to the main theme. Until Lowell’s Government of England appeared 
in 1908 no book on the subject contained even a summary discussion of English 
political parties in their relation to the actual workings in English government. 
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replaced the older designations. The Tories perpet'uated, in large 
measure, the traditions and opinions of the Cavaliers while the 
Whigs did the same for the Roundheads, but with this difference 
that it was no longer necessary to change the monarch in order to 
change the government. Changing the government now meant 
getting control of parliament, and to this task both parties now 
devoted their energies. Their rivalry was transferred from the 
battlefield to the forum. Paper replaced powder as a means of 
ascertaining the will of the people. Yet the rivalry of the parties 
was no less keen than it had been in the age when a clash of arms 
decided the issues. Through the eighteenth century the Whigs and 
Tories fought each election as though the destiny of the nation 
depended on it. First one party succeeded, then the other. The 
Whigs controlled a majority in the House of Commons during the 
greater part of William IIPs reign; then the Tories replaced them 
for the most part until 1714. Here the alternation came to an end 
and for the next forty-seven years the Whigs held the mastery 
without interruption.^ Toward the end of the eighteenth century 
the Tories managed to work back into power once more, and from 
the era of the American Revolution to the eve of the breat Re- 
form Act their hold was almost unshaken. 

Since the great reform of parliament in 1832 the alternations in 
party ascendancy have been more frequent. The old nicknames 
Tory and Whig were discarded soon after this date and the more 
designatory appellations of Conservative and Liberal took their 
place. The Conservatives continued the Tory tradition, but in a 
somewhat modified form.' They were the partisans of the estab- 
lished order and opposed most of the notable reforms which fol- 
lowed one another in quick succession during the years 1832'“1835. 
The Liberals, on the other hand, championed these reforms in 
government, in industry, and in social welfare.^ As time went on, 
however, the Conservatives softened their conservatism and pro- 
ceeded to do some reforming on their own account. Under the lead- 
ership of Sir Robert Peel they repealed the Corn Laws, for example, 
thus removing the import duties on grain and definitely commit- 

^ This was partly due to the great genius of Walpole as a practical politician. He 
was prime minister from 1721 to 1742. But it was also due to the misfortune of the 
Tories who became involved in the two unsuccessful Jacobite rebellions of 1716 
and 1745. 

^ For example, the Factor.y Act (1833), the Poor Law Act (1834), and the Munic- 
ipal Corporations Act (1835). 
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ting the country to the policy of free trade. Incidentally this 
action split the party wide open, and when the reactionaries once 
more got the upper hand the free-trade Conservatives were com- 
pelled to take refuge in the Liberal camp. 

It was around the middle of the nineteenth century that English 
party lines became well defined and consolidated. Conservatives 
and Liberals joined issue on the great political questions of the 
period. In general the Conservatives championed the preroga- 
tives of the crown, the powers of the House of Lords, the privileges 
of the Established Church, the interests of the landowner and the 
industrial employer, and the cause of British imperialism. They, 
drew their chief strength from the upper social strata of the king- 
dom, the nobility, the squires and esquires, the country gentlemen, 
the clergy of the Established Church, and the upper crust of Eng- 
lish society in general. The Liberals, on the other hand, drew more 
largely from that element of the British population which has been 
compendiously known as the middle class, although they also 
brought into their ranks many industrial proprietors who had 
emerged well-to-do from the Industrial Revolution. The Liberal 
policy was to change existing conditions in government and in 
industry, both of which had drifted out of touch with the new 
conditions of life. They put emphasis on human rather than on 
vested rights. Their economic ideal was freedom of trade, free com- 
petition, laissez-faire. They favored the extension of the suffrage 
and believed that if the worker were duly enrolled as a voter all 
other things would be added unto him. Fundamentally the differ- 
ence was that the Conservatives habitually looked upon themselves 
as the paternal guardians of rights which had become sanctified by 
tradition, while the Liberals claimed to be the party of individ- 
ualism, progress, and emancipation,/ 

It is true, of course, that the actions of the two parties did not 
always square with these professions. At times the Conservatives 
found themselves promoting electoral reform while the Liberals 
opposed it — for example on the question of household suffrage in 
1867. Two great opposing leaders came to the front during this 
period — Benjamin Disraeli and William E. Gladstone. Disraeli, 
the child of middle-class Jewish parents, began his political career 
as a reformer but became the idol of the Conservatives. Gladstone, 
the son of a knight, a graduate of Oxford, was a Tory by inherit- 
ance, by temperament, and by early allegiance; but he led the 
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Liberal party for more than thirty years. Under these two notable 
leaders all Britain ranged itself into two great camps and the two- 
party system became firmly entrenched. The defeat of the Con- 
servatives always meant the trimnph of the Liberals^ and when 
the Liberals lost an election there was never any doubt as to who 
had won it. There was no need for coalition ministries, and there 
were none during the long interval from the close of the Crimean 
war in 1856 to the opening of the world war in 1914. Nor could 
a government be for long ^^in office but not in power/^ as two 
Labor governments have been since 1920. 

But conditions within the ranks of the two parties, during this 
long period, were not always serene. A considerable breakdown 
and realignment took place, for example, in 1886. To understand 
this episode it is necessary to know something about that ancient 
troubler in British politics, the Irish question. The task of govern- 
ing Ireland, as will be shown in a later chapter, has been one of the 
most persistent and perplexing of all the great problems that the 
British people have had to deal with. There was an Irish problem 
in Plantagenet times, and it persisted under the Tudors. It was 
fanned into flames of rebellion under the Stuarts. The Hanoverians 
tried to settle it and failed. Or, more accurately, they settled it but 
found that it would not stay so. Accordingly the Irish question 
came full-grown into the nineteenth century, and in spite of re- 
new^ed attempts at settlement during the long Victorian era it was 
still running strong when the twentieth century hove into view. In 
one of his whimsical moods the late Samuel M. Crothers suggested 
that here was one topic that Henry Plantagenet, Charles Stuart, 
Oliver Cromwell, and Victoria Wettin might chat about absorbingly 
if they ever chanced to foregather in the Great Beyond. For al- 
though separated in their mundane activities by nearly eight cen- 
turies they all had taken a hand in this Methuselan bicker. 

Ireland entered into a union with England in 1800, giving up 
her own separate parliament and becoming entitled to approxi- 
mately one hundred members in the British House of Commons. 
This union was unpopular in the southern portions of Ireland from 
the very outset, and these southern constituencies began to elect 
members of parliament who were pledged to a restoration of Irish 
home rule. Hence a group of Irish members, calling themselves 
Nationalists, made their appearance at Westminster and gradually 
increased in strength as the nineteenth century wore on. Under 
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the leadership of Parnell these Nationalists became, during the 
eighteen-eighties, an aggressive element in the House of Commons. 
Although a mere handful of seventy or eighty, in a House of nearly 
seven hundred members, they sometimes held the balance of 
power. And holding it, they could overturn a ministry at will 
In 1885, for example, they utilized their tactical position to over- 
throw the Gladstone cabinet. A Conservative ministry was then 
installed, but being even less disposed to grant the concessions 
which Ireland demanded from England, it also incurred the wrath 
of the Nationalists and was ousted. 

The liberal So it became evident that one or the other of the two major 

defection. would have to effect an alliance with the Nationalists, and 

this the Liberals proceeded to do. Gladstone, in a fateful decision, 
committed his party to the Irish cause. His action was not dictated 
by considerations of political strategy alone, for he had become 
convinced that the Irish cause was a just one. In 1886, therefore, 
he brought into the House of Commons a bill providing for the 
reestablishment of a parliament in Dublin. But Gladstone could 
not carry the whole Liberal party with him on this issue and in 
the end the Liberal ranks were split asunder. About a hundred 
Liberal members of parliament bolted the home rule bill, went over 
to the Conservatives, and defeated the measure, thus forcing 
Gladstone out of office. This affiliation of Conservatives and Lib- 
eral-Unionists (as the seceding Liberals called themselves) became 
permanent. So did the alliance between the remaining Liberals 
and the Nationalists. The accession of the Unionists gave the 
Conservative party a great revival in strength, for among the 
bolters were many able young parliamentarians. To the same 
extent it weakened the Liberals, for although they could now count 
upon the general support of the Nationalists, these Irish members 
were not always amenable to party discipline. 

The new This realignment of 1886 did not, however, destroy the two- 

aiigumoiit. system in parliament. Liberals and Nationalists continued 

to vote together on important questions of policy; so did Conserva- 
tives and Unionists. In the case of the latter the fusion became so 
complete that the name Conservative fell into disuse and all the 
members of the party were commonly known as Unionists. 
Ministers went into office or were cast out on straight party votes; 
there was no third party holding the balance of power. The Union- 
ists were in power from 1886 to 1892; the Liberals from 1892 to 
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1895, the CoBservatives again from 1895 to 1905, and the Liberals 
once more after 1905. Under this regular alternation the principle 
of ministerial responsibility, , based upon the two-party system, 
appeared to be functioning perfectly. 

Then came a new turn in affairs, caused by the phenomenal rise 
of the Labor party. There were Labor members in the House of 
Commons before 1900, but they did not belong to an organised 
party. Their numbers were small, and they counted for little. 
Save in a few constituencies the Labor vote, as such, was not well 
organized or fully marshalled behind its own candidates. In 1899, 
however, the British Trade Union Congress directed the appoint- 
ment of a committee to arrange a conference of the trade unions 
and the socialist societies for the purpose of devising ways and 
means of securing an increased number of Labor members in 
parliament. Out of this action, in 1900, grew a federation of trade 
unions, cooperative societies, socialist oi'ganizations, and other 
bodies under the name of the Labor Representation Committee. 
This name, a few years later, was changed to Parliamentary 
Labor party. 

The work of effecting a thorough organization of the new party 
was now more vigorously carried on, and at the next general elec- 
tion, in 1906, no fewer than twenty-nine Labor members of one 
stripe or another, socialist and non-socialist, were successful in 
obtaining seats. This group perfected a regular parliamentary 
organization, with its own whips and its own policy. But the 
Laborists did not yet rank as a third party in the usual sense of 
the term, for they voted on most occasions with the Liberals. In 
the country, moreover, Labor remained a loose federation, not a 
unified popular party. There was an annual congress of delegates 
representing labor unions, trades councils, socialist societies, and 
other affiliated organizations, but the congress had not yet become 
a dominating authority and the local organizations retained a large 
measure of independence. 

From the election of 1906 until the opening of the world war, 
accordingly, the Labor party did little more than hold its own in 
parliament. This was in some measure due to the fact that the 
party became too closely linked up with the Socialists. During 
these years the strength of the Laborists in the House of Commons 
was less than fifty votes, but they exerted a much greater influence 
upon the course of legislation than this figure would indicate. 
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They were in considerable degree responsible for several measures 
of social and industrial amelioration which the Liberals put through 
parliament during the years 1910-1914.^ 

Then came the war, and with it a sudden change in the exi- 
gencies of British party politics. A Liberal ministry was in power 
when the conflict began, but it was presently merged into a 
coalition cabinet representing all parties. The Labor party was 
given one member in this coalition and during the early years of 
the war all elements worked in harmony. Political strife was 
momentarily adjourned, both in parliament and in the country. 
But it did not remain adjourned until the end of hostilities. Lloyd 
George replaced Asquith as prime minister, and after this change 
the old-time Liberals began to lose their strength in the coalition. 
More Conservatives (Unionists) were called into it and it ulti- 
mately became, with the exception of the prime minister and a few 
others, a Unionist aggregation. Labor then withdrew its participa- 
tion, and with a considerable bod}^ of dissenting Liberals created 
once more a regular opposition in parliament. 

No general election took place in England during the war. The 
existing parliament merely prolonged its own existence by passing 
a statute, thus giving a fine example of parliamentary supremacy. 
All political parties were agreed upon the wisdom of avoiding the 
turmoil of an election until the war could be ended. But immedi- 
ately after the armistice, while the victors were still in high humor, 
the Lloyd George coalition ministry decided that it was a propi- 
tious time for calling the people to the polls. Hence the khaki 
election^’ of December, 1918, was held. It resulted in an over- 
whelming victory for the coalition of Unionists and Liberals under 
Lloyd George's titular leadership. 

Very soon, however, the coalition began to disintegrate. That 
is what party coalitions almost always do after a great victory. 
In 1922 the Unionists notified Lloyd George that they would no 
longer support him and as they had formed a large fraction of 
the coalition's strength he resigned the prime ministership. The 
Unionist leader, Bonar Law, took his place and advised a dissolu- 
tion of parliament. In this election campaign of 1922 the Unionists 
placed before the voters a program of old-fashioned conservatism, 
the keynote of which was a demand for 'tranquillity." Now it is 

^ The old National insurance act, for example, in 1911, and the minimum wage 
law in the following year. 
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a rather significant fact that a great war is almost always followed 
by a “swing to the Right,” in other words a reaction against liber- 
^ alism. People want a recess from excitement and a return to 

normalcy. An undertow, a revulsion from the idealism of the war 
period, gets under way.^ In England the Unionists got the benefit 
of this, and virtually swept the country. They came through the 
I election with more seats than the Liberals and the Labor party 

put together. Nevertheless Labor made a surprising gain by more 
than doubling its quota of members in the House of Commons. 
It now became the official opposition, while the Liberals went to 
a place below the gangway. 

The new Unionist ministry, although it rode triumphantly into 
. power with a huge majority in its wake, proved to be short-lived.^ 

Like most post-war administrations it was dull and unimaginative. 
Its prime minister, Bonar Law, a Scottish business man of recog- 
^ nized ability who soon became seriously ill, transferred the premier- 

1, ship to one of his colleagues, Stanley Baldwin. The latter found 

; himself beset by an unusual array of difficult problems, both foreign 

I and domestic. Among them the problem of unemployment was 

the most serious and in attempting to solve it the Unionists (Con- 
j servatives) met their Waterloo. The Baldwin ministry decided 

that the only way to deal effectively with unemployment was to 
abandon free trade, to impose a protective tariff, and thus to 
I procure a revival of British industry. 

I Now it is a tradition of English government that when a ministry 

i adopts any marked reversal in policy, for which it holds no mandate 


from the people, it should present the issue to the voters before 
attempting to carry the new proposal through parliament. In 
obedience to this tradition, therefore, another general election was 
held in 1923. The Conservatives urged the adoption of a tariff on 
imported manufactured products (but not on foodstuffs) while 



both the Liberals and the Labor party clung to free trade. The 
verdict at the polls was against the tariff proposal, but indecisive 
as regards the forming of a new ministry, for although the Con- 
servatives remained the most numerous single group in the House 

1 For a further discussiou of this topic see the chapter on “ The Law of the Pendu- 
lum,’* in the author’s Invisible Government (New York, 1928), pp. 65-70. 

2 The term “ Unionist ” lost most of its original meaning when the Irish Free 
State was established, — though not entirely so because the Ulster question still 
remains (see, p. 334). In a general way there is now no essential difference be- 
tween Unionists and Conservatives, but the tendency is to perpetuate the latter 
term rather than the former. 
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of Commons, they no longer possessed a clear majority. The Labor 
party increased its strength in this election and continued to form 
the second largest party in the Housed 

When the House of Commons assembled after the election of 
1923 the Labor leader (Mr. Ramsay MacDonald) offered a resolu- 
tion declaring that the Baldwin ministry did not possess the confi- 
dence of the House. The Liberals joined hands with Labor in 
supporting this resolution and the Baldwin ministry thereupon 
resigned. In accordance with the established custom, the leader of 
the party which had been mainly instrumental in defeating the 
ministry was then summoned to become prime minister. Mr. 
Ramsay MacDonald accepted the post, formed a ministry from 
the Labor party, and proceeded to carry on the administration. 
His cabinet was seriously handicapped, however, = by not having a 
majority of its own adherents in the House. Being dependent upon 
the Liberals for every day of its existence, the Labor ministry found 
itself unable to carry out the promises made in the party’s mani- 
festo or platform and hence disappointed many of its followers. 

The MacDonald ministry, nevertheless, did better than might 
have been expected under the circumstances. It was dominated 
by men and women who did not disdain to call themselves So- 
cialists, yet Great Britain experienced no radical departure from 
the capitalistic system while the Labor ministry remained in office. 
This was partly due to the fact that the ministry did not control a 
majority in the House of Commons except by sufferance of the 
Liberals who were not prepared to support a radical program. But 
apart from this balance-wheel it became clear that official responsi- 
bility has a sobering effect even upon men of socialist inclinations. 
Politicians always soften their intolerance when they get into 
power. Conservatives become less reactionary and radicals less 
radical. In opposition they can propound and advocate theories; 
but in office they have to deal with realities. So the Labor party, 
when it took the helm, did not transform England into a socialist 
commonwealth. 

A ministiy in office, but not in power, does not satisfy anybody. 
This one was not satisfactory to Labor because the party did not 
have the votes to put its own program through parliament. It 

^Tbe agures were as follows: Conservatives, 258; Labor, 191; Liberals, 159; 
Independents, 7 ; total, 615. The representation of the Labor party in the House 
of Commons after each election was: 29 members in 1906, 42 in 1910, 57 in 1918, 
142 in 1922, and 191 in 1923. 
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was not satisfactory to the Liberals who merely formed the tail 
of the Labor kite. And as for the Conservatives, they did not relish 
the unconstriictive job of merely opposing every move that the 
Labor ministry made. Such a situation could not long endure, but 
the country had been through two general elections in quick suc- 
cession and did not want the distraction of a third if it could be 
avoided. In due course it became apparent, however, that it could 
not be avoided, and in 1924 the Liberals precipitated the crisis b}?- 
■withdrawing the support w^hich they had been giving the ministry. 

The election of 1924 was bitterly contested. The Liberals were 
forced into the background wdhle Conservatives and Labor fought 
a pitched battle. The Conservatives, in this campaign, relinquished 
their demand for a protective tariff and made their appeal to the 
country by denouncing what they called the pro-bolshevist tend- 
encies of the Labor party , as demonstrated by a treaty with the 
soviet government of Russia which the MacDonald ministry had 
recently negotiated. Their appeal to the fears of the propertied 
element and to the partisans of economic stability proved success- 
ful. Indeed the Conservatives exceeded their own expectations in 
1924 b 3 ^ carrying more seats than the^two other parties put to- 
gether. The Labor party lost considerable ground, but it fared 
better than the Liberals who now found their ranks in the House 
of Commons thinned to a mere handful.^ 

The Conservatives were once more firmly in the saddle, with 
Stanley Baldwin again at their head as prime minister. He had an 
ample majority in the House, a majority so large that his followers 
flowed over to the opposition benches whenever the green chamber 
was well filled. For nearly five years the new ministry held itself 
firmly entrenched but its achievements were of a mottled texture. 
Some things it did courageously and well — for example, its handling 
of the general strike in 1926. Other things it did with gross inepti- 
tude — for example, certain of its international negotiations (such 
as the Geneva conference on naval disarmament) and its un- 
spirited endeavors to solve the unemployment problem. At any 
rate the Baldwin ministry plodded on until the five-year maximum 
interval between elections was almost reached; then it advised 
a dissolution of parliament in the spring of 1929, and the election 
followed at once. 

1 The figures at the election of 1924 were: Conservatives, 412; Labor, 151; Liber- 
als, 40; Independents, 12; total, 615. 
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The law of the pendulum is continually in play— especially in 
English politics. The Conservatives, in the campaign of 1929 
“stood on their record.” They declared themselves to be the only 
party which could “provide that continuity of policy and stability 
of government which the country needs at the present time.” 
Against this platform of “safety first, ” the Labor party presented 
a program that was surprisingly moderate, disclaiming all intent 
to use “force, revolution or confiscation” in bringing about a new 
social order, and declaring its allegiance to “ordered progress by 
democratic methods,” but calling for a series of important in- 
dustrial reforms. The Liberals, although vigorously led and well- 
financed, were not able to command much attention from the 
electorate whose interest was focussed on the straight cleavage 
between the two major parties. 

The outcome was a considerable overturn. The Conservatives 
lost heavily but remained the largest single group in the House, 
with Labor a close second and with the Liberals once more holding 
the balance of power. ^ Thus a Labor ministry again came into 
office, having first assured itself that the Liberals would probably 
give support within reasonable bounds. The only alternative was 
for the Liberals to join hands with the Conservatives which would 
be a real misalliance. Labor was again in the saddle but without 
spurs. Again bearing the responsibility, but without an assured 
majority! Since 1929, however, the MacDonald ministry has 
managed to hang on, although at times by a slender thread. Its 
greatest asset has been the disinclination of all parties to face 
another general election without a breathing spell. 

The two interludes during which Labor has held the reins of 
power in Great Britain have thrown much light upon the practical 
workings of ministerial responsibility and the parliamentary system 
of govermnent. They have demonstrated the proposition that par- 
liamentary government does not function satisfactorily unless a 
majority in the House of Commons is willing to accept ministerial 
leadership. “The cabinet system,” says Sir Courtney Ilbert, “pre- 
supposes a party system, and more than that, a two-party system.” 
Ministerial responsibility without the power to lead is assuredly 
not an ideal arrangement. It becomes real and effective only to 
the extent that a majority in the legislative body is willing to be led. 

^ The figures this time were: Conservatives, 289; Labor, 269; Liberals, 58; Inde- 
pendents 8; total, Cl 5. 
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We are too much inclined to look upon the parliamentary system 
as one in which the legislature controls the executive. It is more 
distinctively a system in which the legislature supports the execu- 
tive. A House of Commons that demands the right to control the 
ministry without the duty of supporting it is asking too much. 

Nevertheless it is undoubtedly true that the mechanism of par- The muiti- 
liamentary government will keep running when there are more pla^haT 
than two strong parties in the legislative body, with no one of them merits, 
controlling a majority, as witness the experience of continental 
European countries. Nor is it at all a self-evident proposition that ; 

under certain conditions the multiple-party system reaches poorer 
results than are obtained under the stoight two-party alignment. 

The dependence of a ministry upon several parties, rather than 

upon a single one, forces it to seek reasonable compromises and to 

consider all elements in the framing of the laws. This pressure, 

in the United States, results from the fact that although there are ' ! 

only two parties in Congress the members who belong to the ruling 

party do not necessarily support the President's policies and the i 

administration is forced to accept compromises as regularly as is ; j 

the case in countries which have the multiple-party system. It is i | 

an aphorism of political science that if government is to be safe 

against dictatorship, power must be made a check to power.” 

Under a straight two-party system, with ministerial leadership as ! 

in Great Britain, there is no real check to power when one party ! 

wins decisively at the polls. The ministry becomes supreme — in | 

administration, in lawmaking, and in finance. It need only sound : 

the call for a vote of confidence; its followers in the House must 
thereupon swallow their scruples and provide the votes, Min- !' 

isterial responsibility and the two-party system, when yoked to- ; 

gether, make for a firm, strong, quick-acting government, as the ; 

history of Great Britain demonstrated during most of the nine- | 

teenth century; but the combination may readily be used to make r [ 

a government too strong, too quick-acting, and lacking in that M 

spirit of compromise which is the essence of a truly representative j 

government. | \ 

We must not tacitly assume that there is an insuperable diffi- Tlie future, 
culty in making parliamentary government function under a regime 
of party decentralization. But this can fairly be said, as a deduc- 
tion from both English and continental European experience, that it ; 

functions most smoothly when there are only two strong parties in 
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the field. If Great Britain must reckon with a permanent division 
of her electorate into three political parties, no one of which is able 
regularly to command a majority in the House of Commons 
(which is by no means a strong probability), this will not necessarily 
compel any formal change in the mechanism of parliamentary gov- 
ernment. But it will at least impose upon the people of Great 
Britain a scheme of government which in its practical workings and 
implications is something quite different from what they have 
had for many generations. 


Strange to say, there is no comprehensive history of English political 
parties from their origin to the present day, and no special treatise which 
describes the English party system as such. The nearest approaches to an 
adequate description are the first volume of M. Ostrogorski’s Democracy 
and the Organization of Political Parties (revised edition, 2 vols., New York, 
1922) and the chapters on the subject in Lowell’s Government of England 
(2 vols., New York, 1908). 

For various periods, however, and for the individual parties there are 
books in abundance. Among these are Keith Feiling, History of the Tory 
Party ^ 1640-1714 (London, 1924); T. E. Kebbie, A History of Toryism 
(London, 1886); W. Harris, History of the Radical Party in Parliament 
(London, 1885); Maurice Woods, History of the Tory Party in the Seven- 
teenth and Eighteenth Centuries (London, 1924); F. H. O'Donnell, If 
of the Irish Parliamentary Party (2 vols., London, 1912); H. Fyfe, The 
British Liberal Party; an Historical Sketch (London, 1928) ; W. L. Blease, 
A Short History of English Liberalism (New York, 1913) ; Ramsay Muir, 
Liberalism and Industry (London, 1921). 

On the principles of the various parties there are numerous volumes, 
among which may be mentioned: Lord Hugh Cecil, Conservatism (London, 
1912); Leonard T. Hobhouse, Liberalism (London, 1911); C. F. G. Master- 
man, The New Liberalism (London, 1921); Ramsay MacDonald, A Policy 
for the Labour Party (London, 1920) ; H. Tracey, The Book of the Labour 
Party (2 vols., London, 1928) ; R. H. Tawney, The British Labour Movement 
(New Haven, 1925) ; and H. B. Lees Smith, Encyclopedia of the Labour 
Movement (8 vols., London, 1927), 

The best concise sur\^ey of the subject is the one given in chaps, xx-xxi 
of F. A. Ogg’s English Government and Politics (New York, 1929). On the 
relation of the two-party system to ministerial responsibility there are 
discussions in G. M. Trevelyan, The Two-Party System in English Political 
History fOxford, 1926) and in chap, iv of Ramsay Muir’s volume on How 
Britain is Governed (New York, 1929). 



CHAPTER ■XIV 


ENGLISH POLITICAL PARTIES: THEIR PROGRAMS, 
ORGANIZATION, AND METHODS 

The British system is perfected party government. — Woodrow Wilson. 

The English government is builded as a city that is unity in itself, and party 
is an integral part of the fabric. Party works, therefore, inside, instead of 
outside, the regular political institutions. In fact, so far as parliament is con- 
cerned, the machinery of party and of government are not merely in accord; 
they are one and the same thing.— . Lawrence Lowell. 

V Political parties are organized and maintained to bring into 
actuality the things that they stand for.. -h What do the English 
parties stand for? Or, more accurately, what do they profess to 
stand for? From what geographical sections of the kingdom and 
from what elements of the population do they draw their principal 
support? 

Before attempting to answer these questions it may be well to 
point out that the 3 rears of the world war made a serious break in 
the continuity of party evolution. For four years the parties sus- 
pended their conflicts and for seven years Britain had a coalition 
government. Immediate!}^ after the war the Irish Nationalists 
departed from the House, the Liberal party went into eclipse, and 
Labor came to the front as a major party in British politics. These 
great changes have served to mark the year 1914 as a broad line 
of demarcation in the British party system. It will be necessary, 
therefore, to speak first of party structure before the war and then 
to mention the changes that have been wrought during the past 
couple of decades. 

Another word of admonition may also be advisable in connection 
with a discussion of party aims and principles. It is this: Nowhere 
are designations more apt to be misleading than in the vernacular 
of political parties. We know full well that in the United States 
the Republicans are not a whit more republican than the Demo- 
crats, and that Democrats are not necessarily more democratic 
than Republicans. To say that Republicans believe in a republican 
form of government while Democrats believe in democracy would 
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be a simpleton’s way of differentiating American political parties. 
In Great Britain before the war the Nationalists were the most 
democratic of all factions; in republican Germany of to-day the 
Nationalists are the least democratic. In France the Action Li- 
berate is everything but liberal, and the Radical Socialists are the 
least radical among all factions under the socialist banner. 

So, in Great Britain the Conservatives have not always been 
conservative, nor have the Liberals always been liberal in their 
attitude toward public questions. The Conservatives have some- 
times championed reforms with the Liberals opposing them. 
Within the ranks of both these parties there have always been 
many shades of opinion. In general, of course, men and women 
who are conservative in temperament incline toward the Conserv- 
ative party, and people of liberal views have traditionally gravi- 
tated into the ranks of Liberalism and of Labor; but the exceptions 
to this tendency run into the millions. Generalizations as to what 
party stands for” are virtually impossible to make — if one has 
a care for accuracy. Usually a political party stands, first of all, 
for getting itself into office and keeping itself there. It stands for 
itself and its friends. Hence it may stand for one thing in opposi- 
tion, and for something quite different when in power. Thus it 
comes to pass that although there may seem to be a good deal of 
difference between the respective programs of the “ins” and the 
“outs,” there are seldom any drastic reversals of policy when the 
one party gives way to the other. 

There have been times when the Conservative party has justi- 
fied its name, but no one with a knowledge of English political 
history would contend that it has always been the party of reac- 
tion, or of obstruction to progress. Under the leadership of Peel 
and Disraeli it was militantly progressive, like the Republican 
party under the segis of Roosevelt. If you make a list of the various 
reform acts which parliament has passed during the past eighty 
years you will find that a very substantial fraction of them were 
introduced by Conservative ministers. The Conservatives are re- 
formers, asserts one of their leaders, but “cautious and circumspect 
reformers.” ^ 

The personnel of the Conservative (Unionist) party almost 
inevitably compels it to be cautious and circumspect. Both before 
and since the war (it has included in its membership most of the 

^Lord Hugh Cecil, Conservatism (London, 1912), p. 9. 
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nobility and the country squires, most clergymen of the Established 
Church (the parson vote, as it is called) and many ardent church- 
men among the laity. It has held in its ranks most of the bar- 
risters (lawyers), most of the bankers, virtually all the business 
imperialists, the world-exploiters, and the militarists. Likewise 
it has drawn heavily upon the prosperous merchant class and to 
some extent upon the small landowners and tenantry. 

Most university graduates, moreover, have gone into the Con- 
servative ranks. From 1885 to 1918 not a single Liberal member 
was elected to the House of Commons from any of the British 
universities. This does not mean, of course, that a university 
education tends to take the liberalism out of a young man, whether 
in England or elsewhere. It is merely that the British universities 
have drawn their students, for the most part, from homes which 
are traditionally Conservative in their political allegiance. It also 
means, perhaps, that most of the university graduates go, after 
graduation, into a social environment where the atmosphere is 
Conservative, and, that they are naturally influenced by it. At any 
rate it has sometimes been remarked that many Oxford and Cam- 
bridge men who join the Liberal party or the Labor party as 
undergraduates drift into the Conservative ranks when they 
grow older and acquire social prominence. The fact seems to be 
that a university man’s political leanings are not determined by 
the enlightenment (if any) which he derives from the curriculum 
but are largely influenced by two things, namely, the political 
aflSliation of his parents and the position in life which he acquires 
after graduation. 

The Conservative party has also made a strong appeal to wLat 
American politicians designate as ^'the interests,” that is, the terests.” 
industrial corporations, the big income tax payers, and the liquor 
interest or “the beerage,” as this interest is jocularly called. It 
has also acquired some hold on the middle class, including the 
small manufacturers, tradesmen, and shopkeepers, although these 
classes have mainly been mobilized in the ranks of Liberalism. 

This term “middle class,” by the way, although it figures on almost 
every page of political discussion in England, does not lend itself 
to precise definitiono One writer has defined it as “that portion of 
the community to which money is the primary condition and the 
primary instrument of life.” ^ Whatever else may be said about 

H. Gretton, The English Middle Class (London, 1917), p. 8. 
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this definition/ it has at least the merit of indefiniteness. Applied 
to the United States it would not leave much of the population 
outside its scope. Finally, until the rise of the Labor party,; the 
Conservatives drew into their ranks a large number of mechanics, 
ordinary vvage-earners in the cities, and agricultural laborers in 
the rural districts. Even yet they have managed to hold a con- 
siderable element among the wage-earners, as the size of their 
vote at each general election proves. In general, therefore, the 
Conservative party draws from all elements in the British electo- 
rate, but its strength lies in the upper ranks of the social and eco- 
nomic scale rather than in the lower. 

The Liberals have been more aggressively, and on the whole 
more consistently, the party of reform. Liberal leaders protest 
that reform is a matter of conviction and principle with them, 
whereas it is only a matter of expediency with the Conservatives. 
[The Liberal party is traditionally the party of free trade, laissez- 
faire, and individualism. It still holds firm to free trade, but it has 
long since discarded its allegiance to the policy of let-alone. Lib- 
erals no longer incline to the old view that free competition will 
work out a remedy for a nation^s ills. They have become author- 
itarian, as much so as the Conservatives. They no longer shy at 
laws of an avowedly paternalistic character, as in earlier days. 
Rather curiously, however, the Liberals are willing to leave com- 
merce alone, but not industry. They balk at protecting the manu- 
facturer by a tariff, but not at protecting the worker by a minimum 
wage and social insurance. They believe in individualism for the 
rich and in collectivism for the poorJ This is one of the main 
reasons for the decline of the Liberal party since the war. Eco- 
nomic and social problems of great urgency have arisen in England 
since 1918 and the Liberals have had no straight-forward, consist- 
ent program to present. They have tried to stand in the middle of 
the road, and in times of reconstruction there is no logical place 
^fqr such a party. 

\The membership of the Liberal party before the war was drawn 
from a wide range. It included a substantial proportion of the 
professional and business classes (though not a majority of them), 
the bulk of the small shopkeepers and tradesmen in the towns, a 
fair sprinkling of voters in the agricultural regions of the kingdom, 
and a large following among the urban workers. )These workers, 
during the past dozen years, have been almost wholly abducted into 
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the Labor party. Liberalism, moreover, has always made a special 
appeal to the Nonconformists, — that is, to clergymen and the 
more devout lay religionists who are not affiliated with the Es- , j 

tablished Church. 

The backbone of the Labor party^s strength is the trade union The Labor . 
membership. It includes in its ranks virtually all the unioniised 
workers of Great Britain. It has also absorbed the whole socialist 
vote although the allegiance of the left-wing socialists, or com- 
munists, to the Labor party is rather tenuous. Labor^s main 
numerical strength thus comes from the lower social and economic 
strata. But its leadership and its intellectual strength comes 
mainly from higher up. The Labor party has made a considerable 
draft upon professional men, scholars, and the intelligentsia of 
Great Britain. Its appeal to the newly-enfranchised women voters, 
and more especially to the emotional section of this electorate, has 
been surprisingly strong. It also draws heavily from the membership 
of the cooperative societies and organizations. To the extent that 
the Labor program has become less radical the party has reached 
upward and gained adherents above the heads of the masses. 

In Great Britain, as in the United States, party allegiance is to Partyjnes 
some extent a matter of geography. Before the wnr, Scotland and raphy!^^ 
Wales usually went Liberal. To-day the Labor party has acquired 
great strength in the industrial areas of both these countries. The 
north of Ireland (Ulster) has always been stanchly Unionist. The 
south of Ireland would have been Liberal had it not preferred to be 
Nationalist. In England itself there have been areas with strongly 
Conservative tendencies and others just as consistently Liberal. 

In a general way the north of England and the midlands have 
inclined toward Liberalism; while the south and east have been 
traditional strongholds of Conservatism. One cannot say, however, 
that there is a solid soutlU' in Britain as in the United States. 

@n the other hand the southern part of England is distinctly more 
Conservative in its attitude and temperament than are the in- 
dustrial areas north of the Elver Trent. ^ 

Now the foregoing paragraphs will seriously mislead the reader The danger 
if he insists on construing them too literally. For thei'e is hardly ing on Brit- 
a single rule of British party politics that is not open to some parties, 
important qualifications. “ Tell me how a man earns his living and 

^ A study of the map printed by E. Krehbiel in the Geographic Review for De- 
cember, 1916 , will show how definite this tendency has been. 
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I will tell you how he votes '^ is a stock saying among English pol- 
iticians; but like many unstitched aphorisms of practical politics 
' it seems to have no firm basis in fact. Neither the Conservatives 

nor the Liberals have had a monopoly of all the voters in any walk 
of life. It must not be taken for granted that because a man is 
:: a peer, or a bishop, or a banker he is necessarily a Conservative. 

;; There are peers, bishops, and bankers among the Liberals, — yes, 

you will even find them in the ranks of the Labor party. On the 
other hand you will encounter large numbers of Conservatives in 
I overalls, with dinner pails in their hands. Nor should anyone fall 

i into the error of supposing that the Labor party draws its mem- 

bers exclusively from among the horny-handed. On an election 
day you will find plenty of Labor voters coming to the polls in 
limousines. 

Regulars A political party, like an old-time army, is made up of regulars, 
reguiarnn auxiliaries, volunteers, mercenaries, and camp followers. All but 
the regulars are liable to desert, in whole or in part, on occasions. 
The percentage of these regulars^’ in the party strength is not so 
large in Britain as in the United States. The chief reason for this 
is the fact that in Great Britain the general elections do not usually 
turn on vague generalities but on fairly concrete and definite pro- 
posals. This is a consequence of the British scheme of ministerial 
responsibility which ensures that general elections ordinarily 
synchronize with the .clash of political parties on some outstanding 
issue. In the United States, when the time for a general election 
arrives, it sometimes happens that there is no outstanding issue 
engaging the public attention. The party leaders then have to 
rustle around and find one. You can’t have an election without 
issues, and since an election must be held in accordance with the 
terms of the constitution, the issues must be dug out and framed 
up somehow. 

Looseness of In England this is not what happens, or, at any rate, it can hap- 
fn BritSn! "but rarely. Over there it is the issue that brings on the elec- 
; tion. Until parliament runs its full five-year term there is never a 

; general election unless some great issue makes such an election 

; necessary. With such questions to be decided, however, there 

may be three general elections in three years, as was the case 
in 1922-1924. As a result of this difference the party lines are less 
firmly drawn in Great Britain than in America. The way a man 
votes is there to a larger extent determined by his own attitude 
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toward the immediate issue which made the election necessary and 
to a much less extent by his party allegiance. This is shown by 
the huge overturns which take place within short spaces of time. 
At the election of 1923, for example, the Conservatives polled 
five and a half million votes, at the election of 1924 they obtained 
nearly eight million. 

Between the Conservatives and the Liberals of to-day there is 
no great difference in political principles. Both favor the con- 
tinuance of the monarchy and the parliamentary system of gov- 
ernment. Both have accepted the British commonwealth of na- 
tions as an aggregation to be defended, preserved, and more closely 
welded together. There was a time when it could be fairly said that 
the Conservatives were more imperialistic than the Liberals, more 
belligerent in their foreign policy, and more ardent in extending 
the far-flung range of British power. This was notably the case 
during the Disraeli-Gladstone duel of fifty years ago. But if there 
is now any difference in foreign and colonial policy between the 
two older parties, it is not discernible to the naked eye. Issues of 
foreign and colonial policy have tended to become non-partisan. 
The great objectives remain the same no matter which party is in 
power. This has been shown during the years that have inter- 
vened since the close of the war. During these few years Great 
Britain has had a coalition ministry with a Liberal at its head, two 
Conservative ministries, and two Labor ministries. But the main 
currents of British foreign policy have undergone no substantial 
change. Before the advent of the first Labor ministry it was freely 
predicted that a Labor government would make a mess of diplo- 
macy, alienate the dominions, and lower British prestige every- 
where. Nothing of the sort has been the outcome. The great body 
of permanent officials carry on, no matter what ministry is in 
power. New ministers, when they come into office, can deflect 
the course of policy somewhat; but sharp reversals and radical 
overturns are virtually out of the question. All three British 
parties are committed to support the League of Nations, but the 
Labor party is probably the most sincere in its support. 

For many years the issue of Irish home rule tinctured every 
British election camp 'ign with animosity and bitterness. But all 
parties, the Labor paity included, have now accepted the Irish 
Treaty and are pledged to carry out vlngland^s part of it. For the 
moment this convulser of the British political conscience has 
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taken its departure, although there can be no certainty that it is 
gone for good. Strongbow settled this Irish question eight hundred 
years ago, or thought he did. Oliver Cromwell settled it to his own 
satisfaction, and so did the younger Pitt. But it would not stay 
settled. Whether Lloyd George has done what Cromwell and Pitt 
failed to do is something that a future generation of historians will 
have to write about. 

With a consensus on foreign and colonial policy, and with the 
Irish problem exiled to its own homeland, the lines of cleavage 
between Conservatism, Liberalism, and Labor are mainly related to 
domestic problems. The Conservatives, due to the make-up of 
their party, are naturally more favorable to the interests of the 
peerage and the Established Church, while both Liberals and 
Laborists are more susceptible to middle class, trade union, and 
Nonconformist influences. This divergence usually shows itself 
when matters affecting education come before parliament. The 
Conservatives have a marked friendliness tov/ard the church 
schools which play a large part in the education of the English 
youth, and have steadily urged that these schools be generously 
assisted from the public funds. Both the Liberals and the Labor 
party, while not insisting that public money shall be entirely with- 
held from private schools, have been more actively interested in 
the upbuilding of what Americans call the public school system.^ 
They have also been more friendly to vocational and technical 
education. The Labor party has been especially active in this 
direction. 

\ ln fiscal matters both the Labor party and the Liberals still 
avow themselves to be “unrepentant free traders’^ although the 
rest of the world has gone protectionist. The Conservatives have 
been inclined to feel that whatever may be said of free trade as an 
ideal, Britain cannot keep her industries going if she lets all other 
countries freely dump their products upon her. Immediately after 
the war parliament enacted the Safeguarding of Industries Act 
which imposed import duties on a nuniber of articles. The appar- 
ent success of this move impelled the Conservatives to propose a 
broader protectionist policy, but at the oiection of 1923 the voters 

^ A word of warning as to nomei^platnre should be added here. The term ‘'public 
schools,” as used in England refers to privateiy-end'^wed and privately-managed 
schools such as Eton, Rugby, and arrow. Schools which correspond to the i>ubiic 
schools of the United States are row known as “pi’ovided elementary schools/' 
Formerly they were called “board-schools,” 
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failed to approve this proposal and the^ Conservatives oificially i 

dropped it. .Many of their leaders- still believe, however, that 
England must abandon free trade as the only way of reviving iier 
industrial prosperity and they are convinced that after all other 
methods have failed the nation will come around to this conclusion, ; 

As respects the current problems of internal policy — taxation, 3. On soda! ! 
poor relief, social insurance, and the betterment of industrial i 

conditions— the two older parties, Conservatives and Liberals, 
are separated by no great gulf. The difference is in tendencies and 
methods rather than in principles. Between a coiiservatively- 
miiided Liberal and a liberalty-minded Conservative there is not 
much to choose. Both favor the continuance of industry on an ; 

individualist basis and are opposed to the extensive nationalization | 

projects which the Labor party has intermittently advocated. : 

Both are ready to maintain the systems of old age pensions, health ! 

insurance, and unemployment insurance which have been estab- 
lished by parliament. There is no great difference between Con- 
servatives and Liberals on these important matters of industrial 
amelioration except that the former wmuld undertake new remedial 
measures cautiously and go slow, while the latter are ready to keep 
moving rapidly ahead. The Liberals during the past few years, 
in fact, have put forth a program of socio-economic readjustments 
which carries them further away from the Conservatives and draws 
them much nearer the Labor party. [ 

The Labor party, a dozen years ago, struck off along new and The Labor 
radical lines. Its program differs from those of the two older 
parties not merely in tendencies and methods but in basic princi- 
ples./This program is largely concerned with changes in the Indus- ; 

trial order and although stiH strongly tinged with socialism has ! 

been moderated considerably during recent years. It differs radi- i 

cally from the programs of both Liberals and Conservatives in that | 

it proposes ultimately to abolish, and not merely to reform, a good 
deal of the capitalistic system. Its professed aim is to ^bsecure for 
every producer his (or her) full share in the fruits of industry” 
and to bring about the ^^most equitable distribution of the nation^s : 

wealth that may be possible.” This it proposes to achieve by the : 

democratic control of all economic activities,” To this end the 
Labor party demands the nationalization (i.e,, government owner- • 

ship and operation) of railroads, mines, and power plants. It Socializa- j 

demands the municipal ownership and operation of street rail- b^acrwcale. I 
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ways, gas plants, electric plants, and other local utilities. It de- 
mands the nationalizing of coal mines and certain other industries. 
One step at a time and the private capitalist would eventually 
disappear. Democratic control of industry would be established 
and surplus wealth would be devoted to the common good. 

Let one hasten to add, however, that the Labor party does not 
propose to do all this by violence or confiscation. Everyone whose 
property is nationalized would be paid just compensation for it. 
The government would buy him out at a fair price. It would then 
conduct the enterprises in exactly the same way that it now man- 
ages the postal service and the telegraph lines. Thus Labor would 
usher in the socialist state-— without injustice to anyone, they say, 
and with due adherence to all the forms of law. They would sub- 
stitute group control for individualist exploitation. The govern- 
ment would expand its functions into the economic field and in 
the exercise of these functions it would be advised by a national 
economic committee made up of persons well-versed in the conduct 
oLthese government industries. 

\ For a time the Labor party coquetted with the idea of a capital 
levy,” in other words the putting of a heavy tax on the accumulated 
capital of the country. The argument was that England's enormous 
war debt constituted an intolerable burden upon the nation’s 
productive power and ought to be unloaded at once rather than 
liquidated by installments over a long period of years. Nearly 
half of all that Great Britain raises in taxes each year goes to cover 
interest and repayments on the national debt. Better take from 
what the nation has saved in the past, pay it off, and be rid of the 
incubus. This proposition bulked large in the general election 
campaigns of 1922™ 1923, but it aroused widespread opposition 
and now has been quietly dropped from Labor’s program. In- 
stead, the Labor leaders have been urging a readjustment of the 
regular taxes (especially inheritance and income taxes) so that the 
rich will feel the burden more while the poor will be relieved from it. 

Since the close of the war Britain has been sailing through a 
dense fog of industrial depression. Nearly a million and a half 
able-bodied workers have been regularly out of employment and 
the government has been hard pressed to provide for them — by 
unemployment insurance benefits, by poor relief allowances (or 
doles), and by programs of public works such as highways and land 
reclamations. The cost of assisting or maintaining this great army 
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of unemployed is stupendous, but no ministry has been able to 
reduce it appreciably by getting British industries back to their 
pre-war prosperity. Britain, before 1914, owed her economic 
strength to foreign markets which took her surplus manufactures 
and thus kept her workers busy. These markets— in China; India, 

Russia, and elsewhere — have now been curtailed and the British 
unemployment problem is the result. The Conservatives believe 
that only by conserving and developing the home market, through 
protective duties, can this problem be solved. 

What has been said in the foregoing pages will be misleading, The two 
however, if it conveys the impression that the Labor party is 
solidly united on all features of any program. There are two fac- 
tions in the party, one of them strongly radical, the other much 
more moderate. The left wing of the party has persistently clam- 
ored for the immediate nationalization of all the agencies of pro- 
duction and distribution, while the right wing has held out against 
undue haste and has contended that the reorganization of British 
industry must be carried through by gradual stages. Thus far 
this moderate section of the party has been in control. Its leaders 
have dominated the two Labor ministries which have been in 
office. As yet there has been no open rupture between the two fac- 
tions of the party, but it is by no means certain that they can per- 
manently continue to campaign in amity under the same banner. ; | 

If Labor should become firmly seated in the saddle, with a clear if Labor j 
majority in the House of Commons, what changes in the structure foS^roi!^ 
of English government would it proceed to make? Far-reaching 
changes in the industrial organization there would be, of course, 
but to what extent would the 'political framework be reconstructed? 

Some years before the war, when Labor was still a relatively small 
factor in British politics, Mr. Ramsay MacDonald (later prime 
minister) set forth the political ideals of his party in an able work 
entitled Socialism and Government,^ In it he argued for the recon- 
struction of the cabinet system, the abolition of the House of Lords, 
and the reduction of the House of Commons to half its present 
size. But in some of his later writings the Labor leader became 
much less definite in his program of political reform and contented 
himself with the suggestion that the whole question be studied by 
^'areally able commission.” ^ 

^Published in 1909. 

^ A Policy for the Labour Party (London, 1920), p. 166. 
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After the war was over, and Labor had become much stronger 
in English political life, two prominent intellectuals in the party, 
Sidney and Beatrice Webb, put forth a somewhat more explicit and 
detailed plan of government reconstruction.^ There is nothing 
official about this plan, and it has never been formally accepted 
by the Labor party. But it has formed a good basis for the dis- 
cussion of Labor’s political aspirations and ought to have more than 
a passing mention here. 

Under the Webb plan, Britain would retain the monarchy, not 
because monarchy is regarded by Labor as a superior form of 
government but because there is much to be said for letting well 
enough alone. To propose any form of elective headship wmiild 
only serve to concentrate discussion on this issue and sidetrack the 
rest. Monarchy and a socialist state are not irreconcilable. The 
House of Lords would, of course, be abolished. The House of 
Commons would be retained as a ^'political parliament” without 
much change in its present organization. As a political parliament 
it would be restricted to the consideration of purely political 
matters, including the national defense and foreign affairs. There 
would be a small cabinet responsible to the House of Commons, 
As at present, it would be headed by a prime minister but would 
include only five other ministers — for foreign affairs, national 
defense, justice, India, and the colonies. 

Parallel with the House of Commons there would be a social 
parliament” elected from single-member constituencies by the 
whole adult citizenship for a fixed term of years and not subject 
to dissolution. This parliament would have complete authority 
over all economic and social (as distinguished from political) 
matters, and more particularly it would have control of taxes, 
schools, poor relief, and all industrial relations. It would have no 
cabinet responsible to it, but would do its work through standing 
committees. It would have committees on taxation, health, edu- 
cation, railroads, shipping, mining, and so forth. Each committee 
would have a chairman who would virtually serve as the minister 
in charge of the detailed administrative work. Both parliaments, 
be it noted, would be elected on the same basis. 

Neither of the two parliaments, political and social, would be 

^ Sidney and Beatrice Webb, A ComtituHon for the Socialist Commonwealth of 
Great Britain (London, 1920). Sidney Webb is now Lord Passfiold, having been 
made a peer on the recommendation of the Labor ministry in 1929. 
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subordinate to the "Otber. Each: would ■ be supreme in its own 
field. Disagreements as to spheres of jurisdiction would be decided 
by the courts as the interpreters of the constitution. Where a 
question happened to be both political and social, both parlia- 
ments would have to concur in order to obtain action. But all 
questions of finance and taxation would belong to the social parlia- 
ment, and in the long run this wmuld inevitably give it the upper 
handd 

Due to the considerable moderation which has taken place In 
its program during recent years it is altogether unlikely that the 
Labor party, with the right wing in control, would go so far as the 
Webb plan proposes. The party's latest official platform does not 
propose abolition of the House of Lords or indeed any radical 
reconstruction of the existing political structure. It contents itself 
with proposals to abolish plural voting (see p. 140), to create 
regional governing bodies for England, Scotland, and Wales, to 
purify elections, and to do various other things wiiich in their 
totality wmuld fall far short of a political revolution. Thus Labor 
has become a party of reform, not of reconstruction. 

The remarkable rise of the Labor party to a position of strength 
and influence in British politics during the past two decades has 
been due to a variety of causes, some of which carry lessons that 
might w^ell be taken to heart by organized labor in America. One 
of them is the appeal which the Labor party has made to the 
“white-collar man." It has not rebuffed him from its ranks. On 
the contrary it has welcomed professional men, educators, even 
peers, — anyone who accepts its creed. Thus it has drawm into its 
fold a large number of well-educated men and women, some of 
whom have been given posts of leadership. The British Labor 
party has appreciated the fact that brains, as well as numbeivs, are 
essential to success in politics. 

In the second place the British Labor party has acquired a 
unifying bond other than a common enemy. It has not spent all its 
energy in denouncing the ogre of capitalism, in lulling at profiteers, 
and in scenting various conspiracies to enslave the worker. It has 
produced a program wffiich, whether you like it or not, is at least 
comprehensive, constructive, and arguably practicable. And it 

^ An examination and criticism of the Webb plan, by Professor A, N. Holcombe, 
may be found in the Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. XXV, pp. 431-460 
(May, 1921). 
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urges the acceptance of this program, not for the benefit of the 
organized manual worker alone, but for the advantage of brain 
workers also — for virtually the whole people and for posterity. 
It has adopted the language of altruism, and has couched its 
demands in terms of nationalism and patriotism, not of class 
warfare. It has gone on the principle that there is a fundamental 
harmony in all human relations and that the best interests of the 
wage-earner are not in conflict with those of men who earn their 
livelihood by using their heads, not their hands. 

3. Its spirit Finally, the leaders of the British Labor party have placed their 
o 1 eaism. people on a high spiritual plane. They have not 

allowed themselves to become wholly absorbed in controversies 
over the open shop, the standard of living, the minimum wage, the 
use of injunctions in labor disputes, the eight-hour day, and the 
yellow-dog contract. Rather they have devoted themselves to 
voicing the plea of the worker for industrial democracy as a means 
of elevating his entire plane of life and making him a better crafts- 
man in the new society. In this way they have reached many 
thousands of generous-minded people, wholly outside the wage- 
earning ranks, whose emotions naturally impel them toward an 
ideal that is stated in human terms. 

What or- If organized labor in America will study the political history 
fS% of England during the past half-dozen years it can find some things 

^rioa worthy of adoption. It can learn the desirability of stating 

karn from its aims in terms of the common good, and not in terms of labor’s 
iitioal^hi£° advantage alone. It can learn that organization is not the sole 
passport to success, but that leadership, intelligence, and educa- 
tion are desiderata of equal importance. The ranks of organized 
labor in America contain relatively few well-educated men, and 
indeed the general attitude has been rather hostile to higher educa- 
tion. The intelligentsia are under suspicion in American labor 
circles, although for no sound reason. Finally, there may well be 
learned the lesson of presenting labor’s cause to the whole people 
in the form of a constructive, democratic, spiritual ideal rather 
than in a series of uncoordinated demands for such specific con- 
cessions as the closed shop or the right of peaceful picketing. 

Pargr or- Having thus briefly surveyed the history, composition, and 
gamz.:. ion. of the three major political parties in England, it is 

worth while to add a word concerning their methods of organiza- 
tion and their activities in election campaigns. English political 
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parties place a good deal of stress upon organization, although by- 
no means so much as is the custom in America. Comparing Eng- 
land and America in this respect one might say that in England 
leadership counts for more and organization for less than in the 
United, States. 

English party organization in the country at large, as distin- Early 
guished from party organization in parliament, dates from the 
morrow of the Great Reform Act. Prior to 1832, when the privi- 
lege of voting was confined to a very small percentage of the people, 
when the process of electing a number was so often a mere gesture, 
there was no need for party organizations among the voters. With 
the widening of the suffrage, however, and the elimination of the 
pocket boroughs, it became apparent to the political leaders that 
success or failure at the polls depended on getting the new voters 
registered and canvassed. So registration societies were formed all 
over the kingdom and these gradually developed into full-fledged 
local party organizations. At the outset the local organizations 
did not attempt, save in rare instances, to place candidates in 
nomination. This was left to individual initiative; in other words 
the candidates came forward of their own volition or were nomi- 
nated by a few influential members of the party. 

In the course of time, however, the local organizations began to The Bir- 
broaden their bounds so as to include all members of the party in 
the ward, or borough, or county. This step was first taken by the 
Liberals in the city of Birmingham during the sixties. The Liberals 
of each Birmingham ward adopted the practice of assembling in 
caucus and choosing a ward committee which, in time, sent del- 
egates to a central association for the whole city. The general 
committee of this central association, representing as it did the 
whole body of Liberal voters in Birmingham, took over the func- 
tion of nominating the Liberal candidates and promoting their 
election. In short, the Birmingham Liberals merely adopted the 
ward caucus and the city convention, thus taking a leaf from the 
book of practical politics in America.^ 



liant success. The Liberals, organized on the American plan, not 


^ The moving spirit in this procedure was Joseph Chamberlain, who was com- 
monly known as the “American mayor” of Birmingham by reason of his having 
made this office a real center of influence and authority. Chamberlain was very 
familiar with American party organization and methods, having spent considerable 
time in the United States. 
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only swept, their entire slate of three candidates into^ the. House of 
Commons but captured the city council and the school board as 
well. Naturally this achievement was noted by the Liberals in 
other cities, and by their Conservative opponents also. Before 
long, therefore, the Birmingham plan spread over most of England. 
It did not do this without opposition, however, for many timid- 
minded leaders in both parties were afraid that it would transplant 
to Great Britain ‘^all the evils of American machine politics. 
In this the}?- proved to be mistaken. The use of the caucus and 
convention in England did not result in the domination of the 
cities by rings and bosses. Anyhow, when the Liberals adopted 
this method of organization they left the Conservatives no choice 
but to accept it also, as a matter of self-defense. 

The next step followed logically within a short time. This was 
the affiliation of the local organizations into a national body. 
Here, again, the Liberals took the lead by organizing the National 
Liberal Federation in 1877. It was not intended that this Federa- 
tion should exercise any control over the local associations or dic- 
tate the nominations made by the latter. The avowed purpose 
of the National Federation was to guide, assist, and inspire the local 
organizations so that their work might be made more effective. 
The local Conservative associations remained unfederated for a 
time, but as the merits of the plan became apparent a National 
Union of Conservative Associations was similarly organized with the 
same avowed purposes although on a somewhat different scheme. 

These two national bodies, the National Federation and the 
National Union, inevitably became directing factors in the work of 
their respective parties. Each set up a central office with a paid 
staff, and these headquarters kept in close touch with the local 
associations everywhere. Sets of rules and instructions were pre- 
pared for the guidance of the local committees, and the local associ- 
ations were sometimes provided with paid organizers. On the 
approach of an election campaign the central offices took over the 
work of raising funds for nation-wide use; they supplied speakers 
where they were most needed; they even adopted the practice of 
recommending a candidate in any constituency where no strong 
local man appeared to be available. 

This habit of '' recommending '' an outsider (usually some one 
who had worked for the national headquarters in a previous 
campaign) was not resented by the local organizations. On the 
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contrary they often asked that a good candidate be recommended 
to them — preferably one able to conduct a whirlwind campaign 
and pay for it out of his own pocket. The practice still continues 
in Great Britain and not a few parliamentarians have made their 
way into the House of Commons during the past fifty years by the 
grace of a central recommendation to some fighting-chance con- 
stituency in which no local man seemed willing to give battle for 
the party and pay the price. By this and other means, at any rate, 
the influence of the central organizations continued to grow apace, 
and eventually two small groups of party leaders in London were 
exerting a strong influence upon the work of the local associations 
everywhere. 

Everywhere and always there is a good deal of sham in the 
make-up of party organizations. This is about equally true of 
England and the United States. Ostensibly, in both countries, the 
local committees are chosen by the voters of the party, every voter 
having a voice in the matter. Ostensibly, also, the party leaders 
are chosen by the committees and are responsible to them. But 
the fact is that in both countries, under normal conditions, party 
committees are self-chosen, self-perpetuating, and not really re- 
sponsible to anyone. The voters, in nine cases out of ten, merely 
assent to what has been cut and dried for them by the party 
leaders. The chief difference between British and American pro- 
cedure (in the case of local committees) is that in the one case this 
assent is given at a caucus while in the other it is usually given at a 
primary.^ 

Both the National Liberal Federation and the National Con- 
servative Union have a great deal of work to do — a good deal more 
than the national committees of the two major parties in America. 
They divide this work and apportion it among subcommittees 
which assume virtually complete responsibility for getting it done. 
Each of these committees has its own campaign funds and its own 
corps of w^orkers. But the funds are not usually so ample nor are 
the paid workers so numerous as in an American election cam- 
paign. 

The Labor party, since its reconstruction some years ago, does 
not differ widely in organization from the two older groups. In 

^ A caucus is a meeting in which the party voters all come together at the same 
time. A primary is, as its name implies, a preliminary election; the party voters 
come to it singly, not en masse, A caucus discusses and votes; a primary affords no 
opportunity for discussion. 
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most of the constituencies (although not in all of them) there is a 
Labor association in which ^'all producers by hand or brain are 
eligible to membership. They become members on payment of a 
small annual fee. These associations select the Labor candidate in 
each constituency. At fairly regular intervals a Labor conference 
or congress of delegates from these associations and from the 
trade unions is called to frame a party program, and every candi- 
date who seeks election in Labor^s name is expected to give his 
adherence to this program./ The Labor party likewise maintains a 
national executive and a central office in London. From this office 
the national executive directs the party activities throughout the 
country. It recommends candidates like the other parties, provides 
speakers, apportions funds, distributes campaign literature, helps 
to support the party newspapers, and does most of the work that is 
performed by a national party headquarters in the United States 
during a presidential campaign. All in all, the British Labor party 
is now remarkably well organized, — better, perhaps, than either of 
the older parties, 

Theauxii- Much work in the interest of all the parties is performed by 
auxiliary organizations. The Primrose League, for example, is an 
active propagandist body in the interest of the Conservative party. ^ 
There is a Women^s National Liberal Federation with a large 
membership. The Fabian Society, as every reader of socialist 
literature knows, has rendered great service to the Labor cause. 
So has the Trades Union Congress which represents the industrial 
side of the Labor movement. The Independent Labor party, a 
socialist organization, has likewise served as a powerful agency of 
Labor propaganda. Other political clubs, leagues, and societies by 
the hundred are active in all parts of the kingdom. Many of them 
are primarily social organizations until an election looms on the 
horizon. Then they plunge into politics until the polls are closed, 
whereupon they relapse into their social routine once more. 

therefore, that English and American party 

analogies, organizations have much in common. Both stand in sharp con- 
trast with the forms and practice of party organization in France, 
Germany, and other continental countries. In both England and 
America there is a hierarchy of committees, local and national, the 
latter helping and encouraging (but not openly controlling) the 


1 This league is named in honor of the Conservative leader, Disraeli, whose 
favorite flower was the primrose. 
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work of the former. In both countries there are hundreds of 
leagues, societies, unions, and clubs, which are active in furthering 
the party cause. In both countries the activities and expenditures 
of political parties must keep within the bounds laid down by law. 

The chief difference is that England has fewer professional 
politicians than the United States, few^’er men and w^omen who 
spend all or most of their time working in the party interest and 
who expect to be paid for it in some way or other. There are 
political organizations in England, but no political machines, that 
is, no organizations which function with the machinedike precision 
of Tammany Hall. There are no rings or bosses in England as in 
America. On the other hand there are men who virtually dominate 
the party organization in individual boroughs, especially the local 
organizations of the Labor party, and sometimes they come close 
to being local bosses. 

The Labor party has done a good deal to Americanize the politics Changes 
of Great Britain during the past dozen years. It has taught English rise of the 
politicians the value of strict discipline in the party ranks. It 
tolerates no insurgency. Those who go before the voters as Labor 
candidates must first get the endorsement of the party^s national 
executive. Finally, the Labor party has brought into Great Britain 
the American method of raising campaign funds. It has not de- 
pended for sustenance upon a few rich men but has combed the 
party ranks for small contributions. 


In addition to the books listed at the close of chapter xiii, men- 
tion should be made of R. S. Watson, The National Liberal Federation 
(London, 1907); W. Elliott, Toryism in the Twentieth Century (London, 
1927) ; J. M. Gaus, Great Britain: A Study in Civic Loyalty (Chicago, 1929), 
especially chap, vi; Edward Pease, ffistor?/ of the Fabian Society (2nd 
edition, London, 1925) ; H. Tracey, The Booh of the Labour Party (2 vols., 
London, 1925); C. J. H. Hayes, British Social Politics (New York, 1913); 
J . A, Spender, The Public Life (2 vols., London, 1927) ; E. Benn, If 1 Were a 
Labour Leader (London, 1926) ; together with the biographies and memoirs 
of such leading statesmen as Disraeli, Gladstone, Parnell, Rosebery, 
Campbell-Bannerman, Lord Randolph Churchill, Joseph Chamberlain, 
Balfour, Asquith, Lloyd George, Baldwin, and MacDonald. 
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LAW AND THE COURTS 

No free man shall be taken, or imprisoned, or ousted from his home, or 
outlawed, or exiled, or in any way injured; nor will we go upon him, nor will 
we send upon liim, save by the lawful judgment of his peers or by the law of the 
land. . . . To none will we sell, to none will we deny or delay, right or justice. 
— ikf Carta, Sections 39-40. 

In the entire history of mankind there have been only two great 
systems of law, the civil law of Rome and the common law of 
England. Many other systems have come into existence during the 
intervening centuries, and some of them remain in operation to- 
day, but it is not too much to say that the legal fabric of practically 
the whole civilized world is derived from one or the other of these 
two great bodies of jurisprudence. The countries of continental 
Europe, the Latin-American republics, Scotland, and Japan, have 
followed the civil law of Rome; while England, Ireland, the United 
States, and the British overseas dominions have based their legal 
systems upon the common law.^ Thus one can travel over most 
of the world to-day without setting foot upon soil that does not 
render homage to the jurisprudence of England or of Rome. Ro- 
man and Saxon differed in many things, but one thing they had in 
common, a genius for law and government. Regere imperio populos 
, . . pacisqueimponeremorem. 

These two great systems of law, Roman and Common, are 
absolutely unlike, as anyone who undertakes a study of them will 
soon discover. The Roman law was developed by a people who, 
although intensely practical in temperament as ancient races went, 
had a strong penchant for order, symmetry, and uniformity. So 
they developed a legal system which was above all things coherent 
and orderly, each part consistent with every other part. The 
mediaeval Englishman was also endowed with a practical turn of 

^ In French Canada» there is a strong infusion of Roman law; and the same is true 
of Louisiana which was colonized by the French. Roman law also forms the basis 
of the civil jurisprudence in South Africa. There is a good chapter on “The Spread 
of Roman and English Law throughout the World*’ in Lord Bryce, Studies in 
History and Jurisprudence (London, 1901), 
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mmd but lie mclined much less to system or consistency, 'He 
left his legal system full of knots and kinks and loopholes, or, as 
lawyers would say, replete with anomalies and incongruities/^ 
The Roman legal system is polished, balanced, rounded, and im- 
mobile, wTile the common law is rough at the edges, devious, 
casual, and ever changing like the colors of an English sunset. 

In a way, therefore, these two systems of law are an elaboration 
of the words and progress j which prefigure two types of 
national genius. It has sometimes been said that Roman law is 
like Romanesque architecture in that its impressiveness arises from 
the proportions of the mass, while the common law is like Gothic 
architecture, its beauty arising from the variety and perfection of 
the details. Whether this simile is worth much I cannot say, nor 
are there many w^ho can, for few men are proficient in both archi- 
tecture and law. As to the variety and intricacy of detail in the 
common law, however, any American lawyer can testify. Therein 
lies its strength — also its exasperation. In other words the common 
law is not a code like the laws of Solon, or the Twelve Tables or the 
Code Napoleon, but an organism every molecule of which is under- 
going ceaseless decay, renewal, or alteration. 

What is this common law, about which Blackstone wrote in 
rhapsody, declaring it to be ^Hhe best birthright, the noblest in- 
heritance of mankind’^? What is the basis of the old saying that 
'^common law is common sense ’7 In 1774 the First Continental 
Congress, meeting in Philadelphia, asserted that Americans were 
entitled to their common law ^^by the immutable laws of nature.’^ 
Why did these sturdy colonials, on the verge of a revolt against 
England, lay claim to such a heritage? The answer, however 
brief it be, must carry us a long way back into English legal history. 

Even prior to the Norman conquest in 1066 certain legal cus- 
toms and usages had become common to the whole realm of Eng- 
land, or, at any rate to a large part of it. But these unwritten 
usages were relatively few in number and they were not always 
clear. From time to time, therefore, they were elucidated or de- 
clared by the dooms or ordinances which the king issued at sessions 
of his Witan. With the arrival of the Normans, and the strength- 
ening of the royal authority, these nation-wide or common usages 
steadily increased until in time they became both numerous and 
complicated. When a case came before the royal justices, these 
judges tried to ascertain the common custom and to apply it. 
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The decision of one judge was then followed by others, because that 
was the easiest thing to do, and in this way precedents and the 
doctrine of stare decisis were evolved. Thus there grew up, espe- 
cially under the early Plantagenet kings, a body of rules which 
had never been ordained by any monarch or enacted by any legis- 
lative body, but which merely represented the crystallization of 
usages or customs. Nevertheless they were applied with the force 
of law by the king’s judges wherever they went. ^ 

Then came the next step. Commentators began to take this 
steadily-growing and somewhat elusive body of rules in hand. 
They arranged them in logical form, elucidated them, added their 
own comments, and thus gave the common law a better basis for 
further development. Ranulf Glanvii was the first of these com- 
mon-law expounders. In the twelfth century he compiled his 
famous Tractatus de Legibus et Consuetudines Anglorum,^ a re- 
markable treatise when one takes into account the difficulties 
which this pioneer compiler had to overcome. Other jurists con- 
tinued GlanviFs work. Bracton, about the middle of the thirteenth 
century, edited a larger commentary with numerous citations 
from the decisions of the royal courts. Then, as the centuries 
passed, came Littleton, Fitzherbert, Hale, Coke (pronounced 
Cook), and, finally, the best known of them all. Sir William Black- 
stone, whose Commentaries on the Laws of appeared on 

the eve of the American Revolution.^ 

These men were expounders, not makers of the law. They ex- 
plained the law as it was at the time of writing. Meanwhile the 
common law kept broadening down from precedent to precedent. 
It grew by decision and by record, not by enactment. Year after 
year the decisions of the courts fitted it to new needs and condi- 
tions. But it ceased to be unwritten law in a strict sense, for its 
rules and usages, as they grew, were put into written form by the 
succession of jurists named above. It was unwritten law only in 
the sense that it did not originate in statutes passed by parliament. 
It was customary law in that usages supplied its basis. It was 
judge-made law in that the courts had evolved most of it. 

^ See Sir Frederick Pollock^s Expansion of the Comjnon Law (London, 1904), 
"Pp. 46-60. . 

^ It is the belief of some authorities that the Tractatus was not entirely the work 
of Glanvii but mainly that of his nephew, Hubert Walter. 

® During the past hundred and fifty years the Commentaries have passed through 
numberless editions. No other law book is so widely known throughout the English- 
speaking world. 
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Age gives dignity to law as to institutions. The people of Eng- Its migra- 
land gloried in their common law; they regarded it as a shield and America, 
buckler against the ro3^al oppression, which in truth it was. So 
when Englishmen migrated to America in the seventeenth century 
they brought the common law with them just as they brought the 
English language. To them it was an Englishman's heritage, an 
assurance of his rights wherever he might go. To the colonist it was 
a body of traditional, fundamental law, the basis of his personal 
liberties, and not to be changed at the caprice of kings or parlia- , 
ments.^ Thus the colonist guarded it as jealously as his flag, and 
it was the first system of law applied by his courts in the new 
world. Gaming good root bejmnd the seas it survived the Revolu- 
tion, and in fort3^-seven states of the Union the courts are ad- 
ministering it to-day. What an astonishing survival! Take for 
example the rule that a father is under legal obligation to provide 
his children with the necessities of life. When and by whom was 
that rule ordained? It was never ordained at any time or by any- 
body. It goes back to the primitive customs of the Saxon tribes. 

During the past eight or nine hundred years, however, another its relation 
form of law’' has been encroaching on the common law — slowly at 
first, but of late more rapidlj^ This is statute law, or law enacted 
by a regular lawmaking body. In Norman and Plantagenet Eng- 
land, as the earlier chapters of this book have alread}^ pointed out, 
the king made laws, first in his great council and later in parlia- 
ment. And parliament became in time the dominant factor in 
making the statutes of the realm. To-day, therefore, parliament 
can change any rule of the common law at discretion, and it does 
make some changes at almost every session. Year by year statutes 
are passed by parliament to cover things which the common law 
has failed to cover, or to clarify its provisions, or to codify them, 
or to enlarge them, or to vary them, or to repeal certain of them 
altogether, establishing different rules or principles in their stead. 

When the common law conflicts with a statute, the statute always 
prevails. Hence as statutes multiply, the common law is cut into 
more and more deeply. 

Nevertheless, the law which the courts of England administer at Present 
the present time is for the most part common law. The statutes, common 
numerous though they are, cover a relatively small portion of the 

^ See the chapter on “The Fundamental Law’* in C. H; Mcllwain’s High Court 
of Parliament (New Haven, 1910) , 
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entire field. ^ They have dealt mostly with administrative matters 
and machinery. Most of the underlying rules relating to the rights 
of the individual are based on common-law principles— such^ for 
example, as the principle that men are under legal obligation to 
pay their debts, to refrain from injuring the property of others, 
to keep their contracts, to support their families, to seek redress 
in the courts and not by their own direct action, to keep the peace, 
and to be presumed innocent until proved guilty. Whence arose 
the rule that jurymen should be chosen by lot, that there should be 
twelve jurors, and that they should reach their verdict in secret? 
By whom was it enacted that hearsay is not evidence, that a man 
must not be compelled to incriminate himself, and that an accused 
shall be given the name of his accuser? These things did not 
originate in any constitution, charter, or bill of rights. Where was 
it first decreed that the citizen cannot sue the state without its 
own consent? Or that a government official who commits an 
offense, even in his official capacity, is amenable to the ordinary 
courts of the law? You will search in vain through the acts of 
parliament for the origin of any of these legal principles, or for a 
hundred other fundamental ones which, although every citizen 
now accepts them as self-evident in their virtue, are the very things 
which differentiate Anglo-x^merican jurisprudence from that of 
continental European countries. 

The purpose of all law is to assure justice. Law is merely a 
body of rules whose aim is the systematic and regular attainment 
of that end. The administration of justice is merely the fixed and 
constant purpose to give every man his due. ^ To secure this end 
the law must keep step with social and economic progress — ^which 
it often does not. The great merit of the common law is that it 
represents the survival of the fittest among the various legal cus- 
toms and rules which successive generations of men have tried. 
Having stood the test of time and proved themselves well suited 
to the needs of the modern community, these rules of common law 
may rightly be looked upon as the embodiment of justice. But 
people nowadays are often impatient with things that are old, and 

^ The same is true of the United States, although hardly to a like extent. Some 
states have cut more deeply into the common law than others. In American law 
schools at least two-thirds of the instruction is devoted to the common law, and 
only one-third (or less) to statute law and equity. 

2 Or, as XJlpian puts it: “Justitia est constans et perpetua voluntas jus suum 
cuique tribuendi. Juris praecepta sunt hsec: honeste vivere, alterum non Isedere, 
suum cuique tribuere,” Digest, I, Title 1, 10. 
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want things that are new— in law as in ever3rfching else. So parlia- 
ment and congress are importuned to set aside various rules of the 
common law, replacing them by statutory provisions. When they 
get their way, however, the new statutes often serve the interest 
of justice much less acceptably. ; 

Then there is equity. The courts of England administer, in Chancery or 
addition to the rules of common and statute law, a third branch of ; 

jurisprudence known as the rules of chancery or equity. These | 

terms convey a very vague, and often a misleading impression to I 

the layman^s mind. He reads in the newspapers that an estate is j 

^Hied up in chancery’^ or that somebody has “filed a petition in j 

equity,” and both intimations are as Sanskrit to him. Perhaps he j 

has a guess that chancery has something to do with chance, and ! 

that equity is derived from equus, a horse. But chancery and j 

equity are synonymous terms; they refer to a collateral branch of j 

jurisprudence which runs parallel with the common law and the j 

statutes, with rules administered by the courts in much the same I 

w’^ay. The rules of equity are not necessarily more equitable than | 

the rules of common and statute law. Law and equity are alike [ 

designed to promote justice; but in somewhat different fields, and I 

by different methods of procedure. 

To understand what is meant by chancery, or equity jurisdic- The origin t 
tion, one must know something about origins, and these go back | 

to early Plantagenet, perhaps even to Norman times. The embryo I 

of modern equity is to be found in the mediaeval legal doctrine that | 

the king could do no wrong, but stood above the law, being the 
source of all law and justice. Being the legal sovereign he might | 

mitigate the rigor of the law in the interest of justice. So whenever J 

it appeared to a suitor in the regular courts that the strict adminis- j 

tration of the common law would fail to give him justice, he could | 

petition the king for intervention. He could ask the king to give | 

him some redress that could not be had by bringing a lawsuit. 

At first these petitions for royal intervention dealt mainly with 
situations which the common law did not cover, or covered inade- 
quately, and in which the judges could find no way of redressing 
an obvious wrong. Or, on occasions, the king was petitioned to 
redress a miscarriage of justice which resulted from a technicality 
or an accident or an error in the application of the law. At the I 

outset such requests came to the king infrequently, but as time 
went on they began to pour in by the hundreds. Naturally so. 
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for when it became noised abroad that the king would intervene 
to forestall or redress injustice there were many persons with real 
or fancied grievances who sought his intervention. 

In the beginning, moreover, the king tried to deal with each 
petition on its merits, giving the matter his personal attention and 
sometimes discussing it with his council. But he soon found that 
if he kept on doing this he would have time for nothing else. So he 
hit upon the expedient of doing the work by proxy, in other words 
the plan of referring all such petitions to his chancellor or principal 
secretary.^ The chancellor, in these days, was invariably a bishop 
or other high churchman, and hence might be presumed to have 
sound ideas as to what constituted justice between man and man. 
He was commonly referred to as ^Hhe keeper of the king^s con- 
science.'^ But even the chancellor eventually found himself over- 
whelmed with petitions, and in time it became necessary to ap- 
point masters in chancery" to assist him in his work. Thus there 
gradually evolved a regular court which came to be knoWn as the 
court of chancery. 

Now every petition presented to the court of chancery was orig- 
inally supposed to be dealt with on its own individual merits. And 
so long as petitions were relatively few it was practicable to deal 
with them in this way. But with the great increase in its business 
the court of chancery found itself compelled to set up some general 
rules. No tribunal, when it has a large number of cases to adju- 
dicate, can decide each of them on its own merits without reference 
to other cases. Sooner or later it finds that the merits of many 
cases are substantially alike, and hence that they must be decided 
in the same way, otherwise gross injustice would be done. Every 
court, no matter what its jurisdiction, inevitably creates a body 
of precedents which are virtually binding upon itself. So it was 
with the court of chancery. Precedents, traditions, maxims, rules, 
and exceptions were evolved one by one until England found 
herself endowed with that elaborate and intricate branch of juris- 
prudence which is now known as equity. 

By the close of the middle ages, therefore, three branches of 
jurisprudence had been marked out in England — common law, 
statute law, and equity. All of it was the law of the land, all of it 
had its source in the authority of the king. Common law was the 
usage of the realm as declared by the king's courts; statute law was 

^ The date commonly given for . this transfer is 1280, 
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the work of the king in parliament; equity was the outgrowth of 
the king^s position as the fountain of justice, above the law. 

In procedure, also, a distinction between law and equity had Therivairs 
grown up, because the court of chancery did not follow the pro- 
cedure of the law courts, but developed a different system of its 
own. Incidentally it began encroaching upon the law courts, 
claiming the right to issue injunctions against persons who tried 
to seek remedies at law. Thereupon a merry rivalry ensued, 
and for a time it seemed as if equity might eventually spread itself 
over the whole field of civil justice, but in the reign of James I 
equity was fenced back into its own field. The lines of demarcation 
between common law and equity were not made absolutely clear 
at this time, however, nor are they clear in all cases to-day. Still, 
in a general way, every lawyer knows where the law leaves off and 
where equity begins. 

In what cases, then, are the rules of equity applied by the courts What 
to-day? Let it be explained, first of all, that equity has nothing to-day.^ 
to do with crimes, but only with civil controversies. All criminal 
cases go to the law courts. In the second place, only a small pro- 
portion of civil cases come within the field of equity jurisdiction. 

Most of them are adequately covered by the rules of common law 
or by the provisions of statutes and must be determined accord- 
ingly, Nevertheless, there are some controversies which are gov- 
erned exclusively by the rules of equity, — for example, contro- 
versies arising out of the administration of a trust by a trustee. 

And there are some cases in which redress may be sought either at 
law or in equity as the aggrieved person may prefer. These are 
known as instances of concurrent jurisdiction. In general, however, 
equity follows the law, in other words equity does not intervene 
save in cases where the remedy at law can be shown to be inade- 
quate.^ 

The same courts in England (as in the United States) now ad- Law and 
minister both law and equity. A statutory fusion of the two was now^dis-^^ 
provided by the Judicature Act of 1875. The court of chancery and t>y 
the common law courts were merged into a single high court of courts. 

^ It would be folly to attempt, in a few paragraphs, any statement of what the 
rules of equity are, how they are administered, and how they supplement the rules 
of law. Even elementary textbooks on equity run into hundreds of pages, with 
chapters on trusts, mortgages, perpetuities, liens, fraud, mistake, accident, siibroga- 
tion, accounting, marshalling of assets, estoppel, specific performance, discovery, 
injunctions, receiverships, and all sorts of technical matters. 
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justice. As a matter of convenience, however, the high court was 
organized in divisions, and to the chancery division were as- 
signed all matters which were dealt with by the old court of 
chancery prior to 1875. But the work of the chancery division is not 
confined to the giving of remedies at equity; it extends to the giv- 
ing of common-law remedies as well. In a word, there are no longer 
two competing systems of Jurisprudence, but a single system, with 
two branches which follow somewhat different procedures. Do not 
misunderstand this paragraph as implying, however, that the rules 
of law and equity have been combined. Equity is as separate a 
body of jurisprudence as ever it was. Only the administration of 
the rules has been merged. 

This, then, is the jurisprudence that the courts of England 
administer. Note that it is the courts of England (including 
Wales), not the courts of Great Britain. There is no system of law 
applying to the whole kingdom, much less to the entire British 
empire or commonwealth of nations. There is no one court with 
final jurisdiction over the whole British empire, although the 
House of Lords is virtually a supreme court for Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, as will be seen later. India, the Irish Free State, 
and the various dominions, such as Canada and Australia, have 
their own legal systems, and their own courts, but appeals may 
sometimes be carried to London where they are heard and deter- 
mined, as will be later explained, by the judicial committee of the 
privy council. The only high court that functions throughout the 
whole British empire is the high court of parliament. 

The present-day organization and procedure of the English 
courts is only about half a century old. The courts themselves are 
much older, of course, but they were entirely reconstructed by the 
Judicature Acts of 1873-1876. Prior to 1873 the judicial organiza- 
tion of England was in a state bordering on chaos, with numerous 
tribunals possessing special functions, archaic procedure, and over- 
lapping jurisdictions. The general reorganization then brought the 
higher courts into a unified system with simplified procedure. 

One of the first features of English judicial organization, that 
attracts the attention of an American student is the bifurcation of 
court business. In the United States the same court usually handles 
both civil and criminal cases, although the two classes of suits 
may be assigned to different sittings. The organization of the 
English courts, on the other hand, is based upon a vertical division 
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between criminal and civil cases; the same courts do not usually 
exercise Jurisdiction in both fields, A criminal case, it should be 
explained, is one in which the prosecution is conducted in the name 
of the crown; a civil case is one in which one private citizen or 
corporation enters an action against another.^ One aims to impose 
punishment for a crime; the other to provide redress for a tort or 
civil WTong. ' 

In England when a person stands charged with a crime he is 
brought before one or more justices of the peace, or, in the larger 
towns, before a stipendary magistrate.- Minor cases are dealt with 
summarily in these courts, which are known as courts of summary 
Jurisdiction. Appeals may be carried to the court of quarter 
sessions, which is a county court. ^ The court of quarter sessions 
also deals with cases which are beyond the jurisdiction of the 
Justices but not serious enough to warrant holding the accused for 
the assizes. If the evidence appears to indicate the commission of a 
serious offense (such as murder or manslaughter), the prisoner is 
held for trial at the next assizes. This is the designation of a court 
which is held periodically in each county, and in each of the larger 
towns, by a Judge of the high court who goes around on circuit and 
sits with a jury. The assizes, to some extent, deal with civil as well 
as with criminal cases. For the metropolitan area of London there 
is a central criminal court, popularly known as the Old Bailey, 
which is to all intents the assize court for London and sits at least 
twelve times a year. 

An appeal from these tribunals may be taken on points of law in 
any criminal case (or, under certain conditions, on questions of 
fact) to a court of criminal appeal which is made up of judges 
assigned to it from the kingVs bench division of the high court of 
justice. Finally, if the attorney-general gives consent, the de- 
fendant in a criminal case may carry his appeal to the House of 
Lords. The attorney-general does not ordinarily give this per- 
mission unless some new or perplexing legal question is raised. 
The gamut of criminal justice in'England, therefore, runs through 
summary jurisdiction, quarter sessions, assizes, court of criminal 
appeal, and House of Lords. 

^ It is also possible, of course, for the crown to bring a civil suit against an in- 
dividual or corporation. 

^ This official is called a stipeadary magistrate because he receives a salary, while 
justices of the peace do not. 

® Some of the larger towns, however, have courts of quarter sessions of their own. 
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Civil cases in which no large amounts are involved come up, 
first of all, in courts which are called county courts, although their 
jurisdiction does not in any way coincide with the bounds of the 
counties. These courts sit at frequent intervals in various parts of 
the district over which they have jurisdiction. They are presided 
over by judges who are appointed by the lord chancellor from 
among barristers of at least seven years’ standing and may be re- 
moved by him. Appeals from these county courts are taken to the 
high court where they are heard before a bench by two or more 
justices, and from thence an appeal may be carried to the court of 
appeals which is the upper chamber of the high court of justice. 
If the amount involved is sufficiently large, the case comes before 
the high court in the first instance and does not go to a county 
court at all. 

This high court of justice, to which reference has been made in 
the foregoing paragraphs, is organized in three divisions, namely 
the chancery division (or court of chancery), the king’s bench 
division, and the division of probate, divorce, and admiralty. 
Cases come from the county courts to each of these divisions, de- 
pending on the nature of the case. Appeals from the three divisions 
go to the court of appeals,^ and under certain restrictions may be 
finally carried to the House of Lords. The usual gamut of civil 
justice, therefore, is county court, high court, court of appeals, and 
House of Lords. 

For Great Britain and Northern Ireland, it will be noted, the 
House of Lords is virtually the court of last resort. But this, of 
course, does not mean that the seven hundred members of the 
House of Lords are expected to hear and determine the technical 
points of law which are brought up on appeal from the courts of 
justice. All appeals are heard by seven law lords, namely, the lord 
chancellor and six lords of appeals in ordinary, ^ These dignitaries, 
although members of the House of Lords, need not be hereditary 
peers. The lord chancellor is the presiding officer of the House and 
a member of the cabinet. The six lords of appeal (or law lords, as 
they are more commonly called) hold peerages for life. Invariably 
they are men of high judicial distinction, eminent judges or lawyers 
who are made life-peers in order that they may exercise the judicial 

^ The three divisions of the high court, together with the court of appeals, techni- 
cally form one court known as the supreme court of judicature. 

^ Other peers who hold, or have held, certain high judicial offices, may sit with 
them if they choose. See pp- llO-lll. 
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functions which belong to the House as a whole. But these law 
lords, when in session, constitute for their own purpose the whole 

House of Lords and are not in any sense a mere committee of it. 

They give, and do not merety recommend, judgment. 

_ Special attention should be called to one other high tribunal, A unique 
the judicial committee of the privy council, which is the ultimate 
court of appeal in cases which come from the courts of India the 
Irish Free State, the British dominions and colonies, as well as cL*n5f 
from the ecclesiastical courts in England. ^ Thus its jurisdiction 
covers a very wide geographical range. But it is not a court in the 
ordmary sense of the term. It is made up of the lord chancellor 
and foimer lord chancellors, the six law lords already mentioned, 
the lord president of the privy council and some other members 
of that body, together with certain judges appointed from the 
nigher courts of India and the dominions— about twenty jurists in 
all. But the work of the judicial committee is actually performed 
by the lord chancellor and the sLx law lords, aided by their over- 
^as colleagues on matters affecting their respective territories. 

This assistance is indispensable because the appeals which come 
before the judicial committee involve not only the interpretation 
of the common law but the application of principles derived from 
various widely differing legal systems, such as those of India, Hong- 
kong, French-Canada, and Malta. ^ 

Not being a court the judicial committee of the privy council 
does not render judgment. It merely recommends to the crown that 
decisions of the courts in India, Canada, or elsewhere, be con- 
firmed or reversed. Every decision ends with the words: “Their 
Lordships wiU therefore humbly advise His Majesty, etc.” But 
since its recommendations are always followed, they are judgments 
to all intents and purposes. They are always followed by an order- 
in-council embodying the recommendations in the form of a judg- 
ment. Here, again, we have a survival of the ancient principle 
that the crown is above the law and may set aside judicial de- 
cisions. That idea died out in England long ago, and decisions of 
the regular English courts can no longer be set aside by a royal 
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appeals from the courts of the Channel islands, the Isle o 
Ian, and from prize courts m time of war. Prize courts are courts which deal witl 
the condemnation of captured vessels and other property. 

It will be observed that although there are two courts of last resort, the Housi 
of Lords and the judicial committee of the privy council, the men who decide th 
cases are virtually the same in both. 
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order-m-counciL But in India and in the British overseas 
dominions the doctrine of the crown^s judicial supremacy, has 
lived on. 

When, therefore, a suitor is dissatisfied with a decision of the 
supreme court of Canada, for example, he is in certain cases al- 
lowed to petition His Majesty for redress. His Majesty, so the 
theory runs, turns for advice to his privy council, and the privy 
council refers the issue to its judicial committee. The committee 
hears the arguments and recommends that the petition be granted 
or denied. That is the theory of the procedure. But practice has 
found a shorter cut and the petition goes directly to the judicial 
committee which in effect pronounces final judgment. There is 
no appeal from the rulings of the judicial committee, hence it is a 
supreme court within its own field of jurisdiction. And this domain 
is one of vast geographical extent. It serves as a tribunal of last 
resort for more than three hundred million people, scattered all 
around the world from Bulawayo to Vancouver, from Singapore to 
the Barbados. It is, in effect, the high court of the British com- 
monwealth of nations. 

Not all cases arising in this vast area, however, can be brought 
to London on appeal. In the case of Canada, Australia, and South 
Africa it can be done only when the highest Canadian, Australian, 
or South African court gives permission. As a matter of practice 
the supreme court of Canada gives such permission rather freely, 
while the Australian and South African highest courts normally re- 
fuse it. Appeals to London from the decisions of the supreme court 
of the Irish Free State have caused a good deal of friction, and the 
Irish authorities have been urgently pressing for an abolition of this 
appellate jurisdiction, but thus far without success. From India 
and the colonies no appeal can be brought to London unless 
leave to bring it has been first obtained from the judicial com- 
mittee itself. Such leave is hardly ever given in criminal cases; 
in civil cases it depends on the character and importance of 
the issues raised. Some cases, however, may be appealed to 
the judicial committee as a matter of right, that is, they are 
cases to which the jurisdiction of the committee has been def- 
initely extended by law, and no permission is required to appeal 

^The judicial committee does not, however, hear and determine controversies 
arising between different dominions and colonies within the British commonwealth 
of nations. At the imperial conference of 1930 (see p. 373) it was agreed that a 
new tribunal should be established for this purpose. 
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them.i The British dominions have desired that this class 
of appeals be abolished so far as they are concerned, but the 
home government has not yet shown a willingness to meet their 

, . desire, : ■ 

In the organization and procedure of the English courts there are 
certain features which ought to have a word of explanation because 
they are largely responsible for the favorable reputation which 
these courts enjoy, both at home and abroad. Leading American 
lawyers and judges have frequently paid tribute to the independ- 
ence, promptness, and impartiality with which justice is adminis- 
tered by English tribunals. One reason can be found in the position 
of absolute independence which all the judges of English courts 
enjoy. They are appointed by the crown and hold office for life. 
There are no elective judges in England or in any part of the 
British empire. Even the Irish Free State, in its self-drafted con- 
stitution, did not deign to follow the example set by most of the 
American sffites. The practice of electing judges inevitably draws 
the courts into politics and renders them susceptible to political 
influences. England has done well to preserve the independence 
of her courts by holding to the principle of an appointive judiciary. 
Officers of the English courts other than judges— such as sheriffs 
and clerks— are also appointed, not elected, and have permanence 
of tenure. 

A second characteristic of English judicial administration is its 
speed. English judicial procedure does not seem at first glance to 
be simple, and some archaic formalities are still retained in the 
court room although they seem to serve no useful purpose. Never- 
theless everyone knows that cases move far more rapidly in 
English than in American courts. This is mainly due to the greater 
discretion which English judges possess in dealing with legal 
technicalities. And this, again, arises from the absence of rigid 
constitutional provisions governing the legal rights of the citizen. 
English courts do not tolerate the pettifogging, dilatory, hair- 
splitting tactics which lawyers are so freely permitted to use in 
American halls of justice. The judge rules his court room, pushes 
the business along, and declines to permit appeals from his rulings 
unless he sees good reason for doing so. Moreover, when appeals 
are taken, the higher courts never upset the judgments of the lower 

» The details are explained in A. Berriedale Keith. The Comtitution, AdmMra- 

a/ic? LmfJS 0/ //ie iimptre (New York, 1924), pp, 29-31- 
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ones for merely technical errors. They deal with merits, not with 
quibbles. 

Something may also be attributed to higher standards among the 
members of the legal profession. In England, as has already been 
mentioned, there are two kinds of lawyers : solicitors and barristers. 
The solicitor deals directly with the client and prepares the case for 
trial. But he does not himself present the case in court; he engages 
a barrister to do this for him. The barrister is a specialist in 
presenting evidence; his business is to appear in court after every- 
thing has been made ready for him. This division of labor results in 
cases being better prepared and better presented than in America 
where the same lawyer tries to do both things and usually does 
neither of them well. To prepare a case requires patient industry, 
a scrupulous regard for accuracy, and a relish for details,— in a 
word, the research quality. To present a case effectively requires 
familiarity with court procedure, quickness of perception, dexterity 
in questioning — in a word, the argumentative quality. Some 
lawyers have one quality but not the other. Very few have 
both. 

A fourth feature of English judicial administration is the care 
with which the jury, as an institution, has been safeguarded against 
abuse. England is the ancestral home of the jury; it was there that 
the grand jury and the trial jury first became regular agencies of 
inquiry and adjudication. Both are still used in most of the courts 
throughout the British empire except the lowest and the highest. 
In the trial of all serious crimes, and in civil cases involving a 
substantial issue, a jury trial may be demanded. In all serious 
criminal cases, moreover, the evidence must first be presented to a 
grand jury and an indictment returned before the accused can be 
placed on trial. On the other hand the jury system has not been 
overworked by extending it to the trial of unimportant civil dis- 
putes, thus making jury service a burden which busy citizens seek to 
evade. The jury system is under fire in the United States because 
it has been overworked and overburdened. No institution, however 
good, will stand an unlimited strain without giving way. 

But the most impressive thing about the work of an English 
court is the fairness with which cases are heard and decided. The 
judges, not the lawyers, determine the pace. Barristers know that 
the manhandling of witnesses will not be tolerated, and they keep 
within the bounds of decency. They do not turn the court into a 
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grill room. It amazes an American lawyer to see a murder trial 
begun and ended within a week, even when many witnesses are 
examined. In American courts it often takes that length of time to 
get the Jury chosen. English courts keep abreast of their calendars 
and thus prevent long delays which are in effect denials of justice. 
It may be, of course, that this regularity with which the calendars 
are cleared occasionally spells injustice, but there is less of it than 
in courts where lawyers have their way. 

A final characteristic of the English legal system remains to be 
noted, for it stands in contrast with what one finds in France, just 
across the channel. This is the absence of a broad distinction be- 
tween ordinary law and administrative law, between ordinary 
courts and administrative courts. In Prance, as will be seen later, 
the officers of the government are not amenable to the ordinary 
courts for certain acts done in their official capacity. For such 
actions they must be sued, if at all, in special courts known as 
administrative courts which follow a procedure of their own. The 
English common law recognizes no distinction between the acts of a 
government official and those of an ordinary citizen. The only in- 
dividual who is exempt from the jurisdiction of the regular English 
courts is the monarch himself. Anybody else, when brought before 
the English courts, is required to show that his action was within 
the law, otherwise he becomes personally liable for any injury 
that he may have done. English jurists have laid great stress upon 
this right of the citizen to summon public officials before the 
ordinary courts. They regard it as a right which places their legal 
system a notch above that of their continental neighbors. 

But there is no occasion for an Englishman to harbor a superior- 
ity complex on this point. The system of administrative law, as it, 
exists in France, does not deprive the French citizen of any sub- 
stantial right that a Briton possesses. It is true that the English- 
man can bring suit against a public official in the ordinary courts, 
and may secure an award of damages; but this will not avail him 
much unless the official is personally able to pay the award, which 
very often he is not.^ The Frenchman must bring his suit (under 

^ 111 England a suit for breach of contract may be brought against the crown by 
means of the procedure known as the “petition of right”; but no action for tort 
(arising, e.g., from the negligence of a government official) can be brought against 
the crown. 

Although there is no regular system of administrative courts in England or in 
the United States, there has been a considerable development of administrative law 
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certain circiimstances) in special administrative courts which are 
provided for the purpose. That may not really be a hardship, for if 
he obtains an award it is always enforceable, for it is an award 
against the government, not against the official personally. So, if 
we regard the matter from the standpoint of what an aggrieved 
individual can actually obtain in the way of redress against an 
abuse of power on the part of public officials, the absence of a 
regular system of administrative law in England (and in the 
United States) is not necessarily a matter for congratulation. 
More will be said on this subject, a little later, in describing the 
judicial system of the French Republic.^ 

An outstanding difference between English and American juris- 
prudence remains to be noted. The concept of unconstitutionality, 
with which we are so familiar in the United States, is wholly un- 
known to the courts of England. No English law is ever declared 
unconstitutional by the courts, for nothing that parliament does 
can be set aside by any court, high or low. It matters not that the 
law is repugnant to the provisions of Magna Carta, the Petition of 
Right, the Habeas Corpus Act, the Bill of Rights, the Parliament 
Act, or any other of the so-termed constitutional landmarks. If 
it has been enacted in good form it stands. Hence when an English- 
man says that some action of parliament is unconstitutional he 
merely implies that it is a departure from some age-old tradition. 
He does not mean that it is legally invalid or that there is any hope 
of having it declared so. But acts of the Irish, Indian, or dominion 
parliaments can be held unconstitutional in true American fashion. 
This is because the Irish Free State, India, Canada and Australia 
have limited the powers of their respective legislatures. 

In America the citizen is accustomed to place a good deal of 
emphasis upon his constitutional rights,^ — for example, the right to 
freedom of speech, freedom of the press, freedom from unreasonable 
searches and seizures, freedom of worship, and the other rights 
which are guaranteed to him in the national or state constitutions. 
The Englishman has no constitutional rights in this sense, none 
that are beyond the legal authority of parliament to infringe. If 
parliament were to allow the taking of private property for public 
use without just compensation, no court would stand between it 

in both countries. These rules of administrative law are interpreted and applied 
by various executive departments, bureaus, and boards — generally with the right 
of appeal to the regular courts. 

^ See ch. xxviii. 
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and the despoiled citizen. But the Englishman loses nothing by 
reason of this absence of formal, written guarantees. His rights are 
securely guarded by the ancient usages and traditions of his 
government. These traditions and usages are in reality more 
effective than aii}^ set of phrases written on paper. Freedom of 
speech, freedom of the press, freedom of worship, and the other 
civil rights have become so deeply ingrained in the national life 
that parliament, with all its technical omnipotence, dares not 
abridge them in time of peace. 

Of what value are laws without traditions? The written decree 
does not amount to much unless it has the will and sentiment of the 
nation behind it. The French constitution of 1791, for example, 
contained the most iron»clad guarantees for freedom of the press, 
freedom of conscience, and the right of public meeting. Yet, as 
Professor Dicey says, “there w^as never a time in the recorded 
annals of mankind when each and every one of these rights was so 
insecure, one might almost say completely nonexistent, as at the 
height of the French Revolution.’’ ^ The Mexican constitution of 
to-day contains a bill of rights closely modelled on that of the 
United States. It is studded with comprehensive guarantees for the 
rights of the peon. Yet these solemn assurances, as everyone knows, 
have been chiefly honored in the breach. In the constitution of the 
United States there is a provision that no citizen shall be deprived 
of the suffrage on account of race, color, or previous condition of 
servitude. It illustrates the pertinence of the Latin query: Quid 
sunt leges sine moribus? 

There is a certain advantage in having the liberties of the citizen 
buttressed by custom rather than based upon law. For laws and 
constitutions must be precise in their terminology. This precision 
makes them rigid, and when emergencies arise it is found that they 
either go too far or not far enough. It is exceedingly difBcult to 
frame guarantees of Individual liberty in such phraseology that 
they will amply protect the citizen and yet not become susceptible 
of abuse. Freedom of speech, and of the press, cannot be defined in 
unqualified terms. The makers of the new German constitution, 
as will be seen later, have attempted to solve the problem by 
guaranteeing each right in broad terms and then adding that ex- 
ceptions may be made by law. Now that is exactly the English 
arrangement although it is not so expressed. The fundamental 

^ The Law of the Constitution (New York, 1889), p. 186. 
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rights of the citizen are broadly guaranteed by constitutional usage. 
But parliament may make exceptions to any and all of them when 
the occasion demands. So the ^^high court of parliament'^ is a 
designation which has not lost its originar significance. It is the 
supreme tribunal which interprets, applies, and modifies these 
usages upon which the practice of English government relies. 


The most useful brief outlines of English legal development are W. M. 
Geldart, Elements of English Law (London, 1912); Edward Jenks, Short 
History of the English Law (Boston, 1912); the same author s Book of 
English Laiu (London, 1928); and F. W. Maitland and F. C. Montague, 
Sketch of English Legal History (New York, 1915). The historical develop- 
ment of the English courts is explained in A. T. Carter^s History of English 
Legal Institutions (London, 1902) and in William S. Holdsworth’s History 
of English Law (9 vols., London, 1922-1926), VoL I. Mention should also 
be made of the same author's interesting volume entitled Some Lessoris 
from Our Legal History QiiewYovk^ 1928). 

The development and organization of the English courts is discussed 
in A. T. Carter, History of the English Courts (London, 1927), while the 
court procedure, especially in criminal cases, is outlined in G. G. Alex- 
ander’s Administration of Justice (Cambridge, 1915). C. H. Mcllwain’s 
High Court of Parliament and Its Supremacy (New Haven, 1910) is one of 
the most valuable books in the field. Brief general discussions of the 
English judicial system may be found in Lo’well’s Government of England^ 
VoL I, chaps. lixAxii; Ogg^s English Governmerit and Politics, chaps, xxv- 
xxvi, and Marriott’s Mechanism of the Modern State, VoL II, chap. xxii. 
Two invaluable volumes are A. V. Dicey, The Law of the Constitution 
(New York, 1889) and the same author’s Law and Public Opinion in 
(Oxford, 1914). 



CHAPTER XVI 


LOCAL AND METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT 

The liberties of England may be ascribed above all things to her free local 
institutions. Since the days of their Saxon ancestors, her sons have learned at 
their omi gates the duties and responsibilities of citizens. — Blacksione. 

Democracy is said to have an educative value. Its eulogists are 
fond of asserting that it enlightens the people. But the educative 
value of a democracy depends very largely upon the nature and 
spirit of its local institutions. The county, the town, and the parish 
are potential schools of citizenship, as both England and America 
have long since discovered. It is in the ward caucus and in the town 
meeting that people most easily learn the first lessons in the art of 
governing themselves. Until you learn to govern, or be governed 
hy^ your own neighbors it is futile to expect that you can success- 
fully govern people afar off. The complications and difficulties of 
government increase as the square of the distance. It is for this 
reason that the tree of liberty is more firmly rooted in English- 
speaking than in Latin countries. Local institutions in England and 
in the United States are more truly democratic than in the coun- 
tries of continental Europe; they stand more firmly upon their 
own feet, have a greater degree of ipdepenclence, and contribute 
more substantially to the political education of the people. 

'Q?he English system of local government is the result of a long 
historical evolution, for the most part unguided and unplanne4i] 
There were shires, hundreds, townships, and boroughs in Saxon 
times, each with its own local authorities. After the Norman con- 
quest the shires became counties, the hundreds disappeared, the 
townships passed for the most part into the hands of feudal lords 
and became manors, while the boroughs eventijally secured their 
freedom and became chartered municipalities. Meanwhile a new 
unit of local administration, fostered by the church and virtually 
taking the place of the old township, came into being and ultimately 
attained some importance. This was the parish, wdth its voluntary 
meeting of the parishioners presided over by the parish priest.^ 

1 After the Reformation he became known as the parson (person) or rector (regu- 
lator) of the parish. 
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Originally the parish meeting dealt only with church affairs but it 
gradually acquired some civil functions as well It was the fore- 
runner of the town meeting in the N ew England colonies. 

Local areas At the close of the middle ages there remained, therefore, three 
Sf thi mkf- principal areas of local government in England,— the county, the 
die ages. borough, and the parish. The administrative work of the county 
was entrusted to officials known as justices of the peace whose 
functions were originally those of peace officers but who proved to 
be convenient authorities for supervising ih^py matters of purely 
civil administration such as the building of roads and bridges, the 
maintenance of public order, and the care of the poor. These 
justices were appointed by the crown. The boroughs or chartered 
towns, were governed, in the main, by close corporations. Origin- 
ally all the freemen of the borough had a voice in its government. 
But the lists of freemen were gradually narrowed until only a very 
small fraction of the inhabitants were entitled to a share in choos- 
ing the borough officials. These officials usually consisted of a 
I mayor, aldermen, and common councillors. 

Such, in thumbnail sketch, was the organization of English 
local government during the Tudor, Stuart, and Hanoverian pe- 
riods. It came down, practically unaltered, into the nineteenth 
century. In the course of this long interval much of its earlier 
democracy was sapped away; but the spirit of local self-government 
was never wholly extinguished. For years, during the Stuart 
period, the king ruled without a parliament. There were no parlia- 
mentary elections. But there were local elections, as before. In the 
boroughs and the parishes the freemen and the ratepayers con- 
tinued to choose their own officers and thus keep alive the spark of 
English democracy. 

Until the Industrial Revolution changed the face of England in 
&^Eevo- closing decades of the eighteenth century this scheme of local 
iocaUMU- g^'^^^^Eient served tolerably well. There was no great popular dis- 
tutious. satisfaction with it. But the transformation that was wrought by 
the coming of the factory system soon rendered it obsolete. New 
industrial towns grew up, almost overnight. The woolen mills gave 
many of the older boroughs a new lease of life, doubling and re- 
doubling their populations within a few years. 

The crea- Soon these throbbing centers of industry cried out for better 
tion of new , . , , . , t ^ . , . . , 

local dis- police protection, better roads, better sanitation. They made de- 

tncts. mands which the old local authorities were unable to meet. So 
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appeal was made to parliament^ — and parliament, instead of re- 
placing the old authorities, merely devised some new administra- 
tive machinery and added it on. Local improvement districts were 
carved out, overlapping boroughs or parts of boroughs. The au- 
thorities of these districts undertook the improvement of highways 
and sanitation which the officials of the boroughs had neglected. 
Dissatisfaction with the administration of poor relief in the. par- 
ishes, again, inspired the creation of poor law unions, with elective 
officers (known as guardians) in charge of them. This practice of 
multiplying lopal improvement districts was the most significant 
feature in the development of English local government during the 
early years of the nineteenth century. And rather curiously it is 
also one of the most significant features in the development of 
American local administration to-day — ^,just a century later. ^ 

Now all this resulted in a veritable chaos of local areas, author- The chaos 
ities, and jurisdictions. There were justices of the peace, overseers, 
guardians, vestrymen, churchwardens, mayors, aldermen, council- 
men, and commissioners of a dozen sorts. There were l>orough 
rates, poor rates, school rates, sanitary rates — all levied periodically 
upon the bewildered taxpayer. In 1883 it was estimated that there 
were more than twenty-seven thousand different local authorities 
in England and that eighteen different kinds of local taxation were 
being levied on the people. The jungle of jurisdictions had become 
so dense that nobody could find his way through it. Yet parliament 
was reluctant to take the reform of local government in hand and 
make a job of it, as the French Assembly had done under similar 
conditions in 1789. Parliament has always"(iisliked to reconstruct 
anything from top to bottom at one stroke, for that method is not 
in accordance with the English tradition of reform by gradual evolu- 
tion. So, with characteristic caution, it went at the work piecemeal. 

A beginning was made with the boroughs because they were the The era of 
areas most urgently in need of reform. After an elaborate invest!- 
gation parliament enacted in 1835 the Municipal Corporations 
Act which gave the boroughs (pr cities) of England the general 
scheme of local government which they retain to-day.® Many years 


^ On this point see the author’s Government of the United States (3rd edition, 
New York, 1931), chap. xliv. 

^ The difference between a borough and a city is of no political consequence. 
Chartered municipalities of whatever size are boroughs; but certain boroughs (by 
reason of their being the seat of a bishopric, or for some other reason) are entitled 
to call themselves cities. 
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later parliament took up the problem of county government. The 
Local Government Act of 1888 reorganized county administration 
in England, notably by transferring the administrative powers 
theretofore exercised by the justices of the peace to elective county 
councils. Finally, in 1894, came the District and Parish Councils 
Act which swept away most of the multifarious special districts 
(such as highway, burial, sanitary, and local improvement dis- 
tricts) and provided for the creation of new, unified, local are^ in 
their place. These new areas are known as urban districts and riiral 
districts. 

These, then, are the three landmarks of reform in English local 
government, the Acts of 1835, 1888, and 1894. Between them they 
completely reconstructed the old municipal system. It need hardly 
be added, however, that all three of them have been many times 
amended and that several other important statutes dealing with 
the various special phases of local government have been put 
through parliament during the past hundred years. 

Local areas As a result of this prolonged consolidating process there are 
fivlr5*iiem. now five principal areas of local government in England, namely, 
the county^ tHe Hofough, the urban district, the rural district, and 
the parish. The'^scEeme of division may be briefly explained as 
folIowslTThe whole country is first mapped off into administrative 
counties. Within these counties are urban and rural districts, the 
former being more densely populated than the latter. These 
districts are further divided into urban and rural parishes for 
the handling of neighborhood affairs. Any area wdiich has re- 
eived a municipal charter is a borough, and the larger boroughs 
re known as county boroughs because they virtually form admin- 
istrative counties by themselves. London, as will be seen later, has 
a special government of its own. 

The county is the largest local government division, but the 
terni 'county is used by Englishmen in two senses. First there are 
tone cmmty geographical English counties, descendants of the Si^n shires, 
with their ancient boundaries still unchanged. There are fifty^fvvo 
of these geographical counties, but since 1888 they have not served 
as areas of local administration. But they still form constituencies 
for the election of members to parliament; they are areas of judicial 
administration with their sheriffs and justices of the peace; and 
they are the basis of the English militia organization. Each of 
these geographical counties has a lord lieutenant whose position 
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has become altogether honorary; and a sheriff whose duties are 
also of a rather perfunctory sort. But there is no county council 
or other governing organ in any of them. 

The Local Government Act of 1888 created sixty-two ^^adrninis- 
trative^^ counties with somewhat different boundaries.^ It also 
created a large number of county boroughs, that is, boroughs 
which were given the status of counties for administrative purposes. 
Thi^ieans that any place having the rank of a county borough 
is not subject to the jurisdiction of the administrative county 
within which it is situated. 

The administrative county is an incorporated territoiy, which 
the geographical county is not^ Its governing organ is a county 
council consisting of a chairman, aldermen, and councillors, — all 
sitting together. These county councils inherited the multifarious 
administrative functions which had been performed prior to 1888 
by appointive justices of the peace. It was not that these justices 
had proved themselves inefficient; on the contrary they had done 
their work reasonably well. But it was felt that their wide range 
of duties should no longer be entrusted to officials whom the people 
had no part in choosing. 

The county councillors are directly elected by the voters, one 
councillor from each of the election district s into which the county 
is divided. Their term is thi:ee years. The suffrage qualifications 
are the same as those established for municipal elections, as ex- 
plained in an earlier chapter. 2 The number of councillors varies 
according to the population of the county. The second element in 
the council, namely, the aldermen, are not directly elected by the 
people but are chosen by the councillors. When the councillors 
have been elected, they choose one-sixth of their number to be 
aldermen, in other words if there are sixty councillors, they add 
ten aldermen to the council. They may choose these aldermen 
either from their own ranks or from outside. The county aldermen 
hold office for a double term, that is for six years, but one-half of 
them retire every three years. Councillors and aldermen sit to- 
gether in the same body, and as individuals they have the same 
voting power. The whole council, aldermen and councillors to- 

^ ^ The administrative county of London was also created, making 63 administra- 
tive counties in all. In many instances the boundaries of the new administrative 
counties were made to coincide with those of the older counties, but in some cases 
they differ considerably. 
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gather, elects a county chairman, usually from its own membership 
but '.not.' necessarily so. 

A county council meets regularly four times a year. Its powers 
are extensive and varied. It supeMses the work of the rural dis- 
trict councils; is responsible for the upkeep of main roads and 
bridges; has some duties with reference to coun^ policing; main- 
tains asylums, reformatories, industrial schools, and other county 
buildfhgs; performs various functions in connection with the system 
of old age pensions; is the chief ediicatiobaf authority for the 
county; and has power to levy a cohnty rate or tax.^ Most of its 
work is done through standing committees, such as committees on 
education, on public; ’ ^ajth and housing, on finance, and on old 
age pensions. ; 

The county councils a committees do not usually concern 

themselves with the routu*v ^ . . 

questions of general policy. “ff commonly called), 

staff of county officials, chosen ol^ mayoi, aldermen and councillors, a 

nfiiiors are elected by popular vote for 

ighs are divided into wards an 
ward system. 1 Nomir.-.^'onf 


ten qualified ' 

party - 


includes a county clerk, treasurer, 
highway construction), health officer J 
tionaries. They are chosen by the county cc 
civil service rules, and (with a few exception, 
the council at any time.^ In practice, howevei,^ j chosen on 

their personal and professional merits, and they ax'^^iever removed 
on political grounds. The efficiency of county administration in 
I England contrasts rather sharply with its notorious inefficiency 
'and wastefulness in many parts of the United States. The reason 
is partly to be found in the fact that the administrative work of the 
English county is entrusted to men who are chosen for their com- 
petence and do not have to play politics in order to hold their jobs 
from year to year. 

In county government there is one other outstanding difference 
between English and American practice to which attention ought 


^ It should not be understood, however, that the county council has immediate 
charge of all these things. Its police functions, for example, are performed through 
a standing joint committee, the members of which are selected in part by the 
county council and in part by the court of quarter sessions (see above, p. 279) . This 
committee is practically independent but depends upon the county council for a 
portion of its funds. 

^ The chief exceptions are the health officer, who, if he be a “ whole time” official 
cannot ordinarily be removed except with the consent of the national ministry of 
health. To remove a county surveyor the consent of the ministry of transport must 
be obtained if the county council has accepted a grant from that ministry toward 
the payment of his salary. 
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is partly to be found in the fact that the administrative work of the 
English county is entrusted to men who are chosen for their com- 
petence and do not have to play politics in order to hold their jobs 
from year to year. 

In county government there is one other outstanding difference 
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^ It should not bo understood, however, that the county council has immediate 
charge of all these things. Its police functions, for example, are performed through 
a standing Joint committee, the members of which are selected in part by the 
county council and in part by the court of quarter sessions (see above, p. 279). This 
committee is practically independent but depends upon the county council for a 
portion of its funds. 

2 The chief exceptions are the health officer, who, if he be a “ whole time’’ official 
cannot ordinarily be removed except with the consent of the national ministry of 
health. To remove a county surveyor the consent of the ministry of transport must 
bo obtained if the county council has accepted a grant from that ministry toward 
the payment of his salary. 
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power to organize the area into an,^j.jg^_ ' Thereupon the 
inhabitants elect an urban district 
one councillor for each parish withinig^- There are no 
aldermen in district councils, but the e,^g j^g chair- 
man and may choose him from outside -,pmhAr sbi p if it 
so desires. The urban district council has if powers 
in matters of minor highways, housing, san.,yjg health 
and licensing. Its authority is somewhat u=;jve tVian 
that of a rural district council. 

bor- I|'his brings us to the organization and work ofgh hor- 
ouglii..^ A borough, or city, is an urban area tha-jygjj ^ 
municip&iJ. charter. There are more than three huna^hg Jq 
E ngland, rang!; ing from small places with a few thousi^f^jQj^ 
to great industi dal communities like Manchester aiQQh 
Their governmeifc o'b 

council (or town council as it is more commonly cali,ig 
. council is composed’' 9.^ a mayor, aldermen, and counji 
sitting together. The councillors are elected by popular g, 
three-year term. The larger borOlighs are divided into 
the councillors are chosen under the ward system.* Nor^ 
for the council may be made by anj' ten qualified yq+hrs 
election is by secret ballot without party designation^ 
absence of party designations does not ipep^n, however, tha 
lines are disregarded in borough elections. In most of the 
boroughs these lines are closely drawn, although not so rigj 
in national elections. And during the past decade, by reason 
greatly-increased activity of the Labor party, the municipal 
paigns have become more lively than they used to be. 

The councillors, after election, choose aldermen to the exte 
one-third of their own number. ^ They can be chosen from 
ranks of the councillors or from outside as the council may pi 
When councillors are chosen to be aldermen the vacancies are ■ , 
at a special election. The aldermen hold office for six years b 
with the councillors and have no special privileges. Every mf I 
of the council, whether he be a councillor or an alderman, 1 

* As one-third of the councillors retire annually there is a municipal eleotr 
year. Usually each ward has three, six, or more councillors, of whom one. 
three are elected or reelected annually. The ward system has not become dif 
in England to the extent that this has taken place in America. 

^ Those aldermen who **hold over/^ that is, who have three more years 
also vote in making this choice. 
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equal vote on all questions. By reason of their longer terms and 
greater experience, however, the aldeimien provide the council 
with a steadying influence which on the whole has been helpful 

The mayor of an English city is chosen by the council, that is, 
by the aldermen and councillors sitting together. Here again the 
council has complete freedom to choose from its own membership 
or from outside. Sometimes it goes outside, but not usually. The 
mayor holds office for a single year and may be rejected. He is the 
presiding officer of the council and is entitled to vote on all ques- 
tions, but he has no. executive authority. He makes no appoint- 
ments, and the council’s resolutions do not need his approval He 
has no veto power like the American mayor. His position is largely 
one of honor and he receives no salary. An allowmice is made for 
official expenses, but it is usually small. It has sometimes been 
said that a wealthy peer makes an ideal mayor because social 
rather than executive leadership is what the office demands. All 
this contrasts very sharply with the office of the mayor in the 
United States. 

In England the council forms the real pivot of city government. 

There is no division of power between the executive and legislative 
branches of local administration, for the council is the executive and 
legislative authority combined. It adopts the by-laws, determines 
the local tax rate, prepares and votes the budget, appoints all 
officials, and supervises the work of the municipal departments 
such as streets, police and fire protections, health, sanitation, and its 
schools. A large part of its work is done through committees. 

There is the watch committee, for example, which has charge of 
police, and the education committee in charge of schools. These 
committees for the most part do not have any final power, but 
merely transmit their recommendations to the whole council, which 
makes the ultimate decisions. 

Laymen govern the English city, therefore, even as they control Laymen 
the course of city government in the United States. But with this 
difference, that in England they work more closely in cooperation i 
with experts and are more amenable to professional advice. The | 
council committee relies on the advice of men who have technical 
knowledge. One reason for this may be found in the fact that the 
council is itself responsible for the selection of these men. It * 
appoints the entire administrative staff, including the town clerk, 
treasurer, chief constable, borough engineer, medical officer of 
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health — the heads of departments as we call them in America. 
These officers are not named by the mayor, as with us, nor are they 
selected by civil service competition. 

The council is free to choose whom it will, provided the appointee 
has the general qualifications laid down by law. When, therefore, 
a vacancy occurs in one of these positions the appropriate com- 
mittee of the council receives applications for it. After considering 
the merits of these applications it recommends to the whole council 
the applicant who seems best qualified for the post, and this 
recommendation is practically always accepted. With a few 
exceptions, moreover, the council can dismiss an official at any 
time. In other words the administrative officials of English cities 
are not chosen under civil service rules, as we understand them, nor 
are they given civil service protection against removal. They are 

in fact permanent officials, but wit hout any legal . guariitee3£ 

.peHnanence. 

’’^In other words the council has power to remove officials but 
virtually never uses this power to serve partisan ends. It has 
never acquired the sinister habit of treating municipal offices as 
jobs, as a sort of plunder, to be distributed around among the 
victors. It is difficult for Englishmen to understand why such a 
habit has developed in any other country. The permanent officials 
of an English municipality have security of tenure in the same way 
that people who hold their Jobs in private concerns have it. They 
are kept in office as long as they show themselves competent. 
There is no spoils system in English cities tecause thej;e are no 
sp^ tp^be^dm an election. 

Permanence of tenure makes an official familiar with his work. 
It enables him to become a specialist in his own department. Hence 
it is not surprising to find that the influence of the permanent 
officials upon English municipal administration is both strong and 
steady. This influence is exerted quietly in the committee rooms 
and is not apparent to the outsider at all. In other words the 


English crty hasjhenutwarf of goYemment ^ 

EavemaSefed^ business. And on the whole this plan has giyen 
EnglSK'clEi^^a T^ of admmlitmHdE”“Th have not been 

made the prey ol spoilsmen, franchise seekers, and grafting con- 
tractors. Scandals have been infrequent, even in the police de- 
partment where corruption usually makes itself manifest when it 
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comes. Many Englishmen feared that when the Labor party came 
into power the standards of municipal administration would 1 x 3 
lowered. It was predicted that the Labor councillors would insist 
on filling the administrative offices with their own friends. But 
this has not happened. The tradition of permanence remains 
unchanged. 

How much home rule does an English city have? Is it left to 
manage its affairs in its own way, or is it subject to strict super- 
vision by the national government? These questions can best be 
answered by pointing out, first of all, that there are two logical 
methods of dealing with local government, namely, to control it 
rigidly or to let it alone. The former policy has been pursued in 
continental European countries (especially in France), while the 
policy of let alone, or municipal home rule, has been rather generally 
(but not always) followed in the United States. England conies 
midway between the two. For a long time the authorities of county, 
city and parish did about as they pleased, with no supervision from 
London. But during the past fifty years central control has been 
steadily developing and to-day there is a great deal of it although 
by no means so much as in the French Republic or in Italy. 

This work of national supervision over local administration is 
now vested, for the most part, in the hands of six national depart- 
ments, namely, the ministry of health, the home office, the board 
of education, the ministry of transport, the board of trade, and the 
electricity commissioners who are attached to the ministry of 
transport. But various other central departments have some 
supervisory relations with the local authorities. 

The way in which most of this central control has developed in 
England is interesting, and it carries a lesson for the United States 
where the same process has been begun without a clear realization 
of where it may end. The growth of central control over local 
government in England has gone hand in hand with the extension 
of grants-in-aid, or subsidies from the national treasury. First come 
the Greeks bearing gifts, in other words, the national government 
offers to help the counties or cities with part of their expenses. It 
agrees to pay a portion of what it costs each city to maintain the 
local police department, for example. Then comes a regular inspec- 
tion of the police by inspectors of constabulary to see that the 
national government's contribution is being properly spent. This 
inspection discloses weak spots and the next step is to provide (as 
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was done in the Police Act of 1919) that the central government 
shall have power to frame and enforce regulations relating to the 
organization, pay, clothing, pensions, and housing of municipal 
police. This, in a general way, is the story of national subsidies to 
state government or local government, always and everywhere. 
Largesse is the inevitable prelude to inspection, supervision, con- 
trol, and centralization. 

Among these supervising agencies the ministry of health has the 
widest range of work, for it inherited in 1919 all the functions of 
the old local government board, with some new duties added. 
To-day it has general control over the administration of poor-law 
relief , the system of social insurance, the audit of accounts in local 
government areas (except boroughs), the approval of local borrow- 
ing in certain instances, and the care of the public health. The 
home office has surveillance over local police administration and is 
responsible for the inspection of factories and mines. The board of 
education, as its name indicates, is concerned with the general 
oversight of all local schools which are supported by public funds 
in whole or in part. The ministry of transport has supervisory 
jurisdiction over tramways or street railways, ferries, docks, and 
harbors. Gas supply is nominally under the board of trade although 
most of the control, so far as gas plants operated by the municipal 
authorities are concerned, is exercised by the ministry of health. 
Electric lighting comes within the purview of the electricity com- 
missioners. The public works loan board has to do with municipal 
housing schemes. The ministry of agriculture and fisheries has 
supervisory powers in relation to markets. And so on. At least a 
score of national agencies are brought into supervisory relation 
with local government. 

Thus the local authorities have to deal not with one central 
department but with many. And the amount of supervisory 
jurisdiction which these several departments possess is not in all 
cases precisely defined. In some cases two departments share 
different portions of the same task. The board of trade, for ex- 
ample, has to do with the development of water power, while the 
ministry of health deals with water supply. This distinction is 
quite logical, of course, inasmuch as the one is a matter of industry 
and the other a matter which touches the public health; but the 
parcelling of jurisdiction in this way is confusing. It differs widely 
from the principle followed in many of the American states where 
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the supervision of public utilities has been concentratecl in the 
hands of a single body, commonly called a public utilities commis- 
sion. 

In no case, it should be pointed out, is the work of local adminis- 
tration directly undertaken by these central departments. They 
merely advise, inspect, regulate, give approval, or withhold ap- 
proval. The general laws provide, in many instances, that the 
county, borough, district, or parish authorities may do certain 
things with the approval of the appropriate national department. 
They also provide, very frequently, that the central department 
may make rules and regulations for the guidance of the local 
authorities. The latter must do the work, but the decision as to 
whether the work shall be approved rests with some board or office 
in London. The local authorities often resent this paternalism but 
there seems to be no way of avoiding it. Under modern conditions 
it is impracticable to permit complete local discretion in matters af- 
fecting public health, poor relief, education, and police protection. 
These things, from their very nature, must be handled with a cer- 
tain amount of uniformity throughout the country. It would be 
folly to let every city make its own health regulations, for example, 
because disease is no respecter of municipal boundaries. An epi- 
demic in one community is a menace to all its neighbors. The 
massing of people into great cities is bound to bring some cen- 
tralized control, no matter how strong the tradition of local self- 
government may be. It is doing this in the United States as well 
as in England. 

But the growth of central control in England has taken a differ- 
ent course from that which it is beginning to follow in America. 
Central control over local government in England is administrative 
in character and extremely flexible. In the United States we are 
making it legislative, and hence more rigid. The English plan is to 
provide that some central board or bureau shall determine whether 
local authorities shall do this or that. The American plan is to 
settle the matter by law, not by leaving it to official discretion. And 
of course the discretion of a board or official is more elastic than the 
provisions of a law can possibly be. When a law, for example, 
provides that all county commissioners shall establish and main- 
tain public hospitals, it gives them no leeway. It treats all alike, 
which is in keeping with the American theory of “a government of 
laws, not of men.^^ But the fact is that all counties are not alike 
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in their size, needs, or problems. To treat them alike means injustice 
to some. In England, under the policy of administrative control, 
they are not made subject to uniform rules laid down by law. The 
requirements are adapted to each individual case by means of 
administrative discretion.^ 

The essential difference between English and American methods 
of central control over local government may be made clearer, per- 
haps, by a couple of illustrations. Take the matter of municipal 
borrowing. Many of the American states have fixed limits on the 
amount of indebtedness that cities may incur. Some of them have 
put these limits in their state constitutions; others have established 
them by state law. In either case the usual provision is that a city 
may borrow up to a certain percentage of its assessed valuation 
and no more. It may borrow as it pleases up to this point, without 
getting the consent of any state authority. But when it reaches the 
limit it must stop. This, of course, is a clumsy and inflexible way 
of keeping cities from going too far into debt. It makes borrowing 
too easy until the limit is reached; then it makes borrowing almost 
impossible.^ The result is that some cities have wasted their bor- 
rowing power on unessential things and have then been forced to do 
without desirable improvements when the limit has been reached. 

Now in England when a city wants to borrow money it does not 
have to reckon with any fixed debt-limit. It cannot borrow a single 
shilling by issuing bonds until it has first obtained approval, either 
from parliament by special act, or from the appropriate central 
department. In most cases the approval must be had from the 
ministry of health. Application to borrow is made by the local 
authorities, whereupon the officials of the ministry investigate not 
only the financial resources of the city but the merits of the particu- 
lar proposal. After the investigation has been concluded, a report 
is made and the central authorities then approve or disapprove the 
application. 

Take another illustration. In America the laws of some states 
allow cities to own and operate public utilities such as gas plants, 
electric lighting plants, and street railways. In other states the 
laws do not permit this, or at any rate make it extremely difficult 

^ We have recently had a very significant exemplification of this principle, involv- 
ing a wide departure from the American government-of-laws-not-of-men theory, in 
the flexible provision of the Smoot-Hawley tariff, passed by Congress in 1930. 

Not altogether impossible, because constitutional or statutory debt limits are 
sometimes lifted when the cities get up to them. 


LOCAL GOVERNMENT 303 

for cities to embark on any such commercial venture. These legal 
restrictions make no allowance for the fact that some cities may 
have good reason for embarking on a policy of municipal ownership 
while others have not. In England the system is much more flexible 
because the laws merely provide that municipahties may own and 
operate their public utilities, or may extend those that they already 
own, provided in each case that the consent of the appropriate 
national department is first obtained. 

The advantages of administrative supervision, as compared "with 
legislative control, are beyond question. The foimer is much more 
effective in achieving the desired end. It saves the time of the 
lawmaking body. But it would not be practicable, on any broad 
scale, under the American plan of government. A system of ad- 
ministrative control postulates the responsibility of the administra- 
tion to the legislature. In England it is responsible, for all the 
central departments are the agents of parliament and accountable 
to it. But in the United States the administrative authorities are 
not the agents of the legislature and are not responsible to it. Most 
of them are appointed by the governor, who, in turn, is not under 
the legislature's control. The state legislatures have no responsible 
agencies to whom they can delegate powers and from whom they 
can exact a continuous responsibility. For that reason American 
state legislatures have kept the supervision of local government in 
their own hands, and have exercised it in the only w'ay open to 
them, namely, by enacting laws. The English system of adminis- 
trative supervision has been widely praised, and it is deserving of 
praise : but it would not be workable in the United States so long as 
we hold to the system of checks and balances upon which the whole 
structure of American government is built. 

Writers speak of the English “system” of central control, but it 
can hardly be called a system. It is not systematic. It has no 
uniformity. It has grown by accretion. From time to time it has 
been partially reorganized and some of the twists taken out of it; 
but it has none of the coherence that marlcs the French system, for 
example.* It embodies no rigid philosophy of government. The 

^ See below, chapter xxix. It ought to be mentioned that the description of local 
institutions, given in the foregoing pages, does not apply to Scotland and Ireland. 
They have their own areas and organs of local government which differ considerably 
in detail, but not in general arrangement, from tho.ss of England. The same is 
true of India and the overseas dominions, the differences in these cases being much 
more extensive. 
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English habit has been to let things alone until they can be let 
alone no longer, then to make no more repairs than are urgently 
required. Local self-government is a strong tradition in England, 
and Englishmen have a deep respect for their own traditions; but 
they are also a practical people and do not let sentiment stand too 
much in the path of progress. To use a homely metaphor they do 
not tear down the old house and build a new one with all modern 
conveniences. They merely patch the roof, repair cracks in the 
walls, add a wing here or a gable there, put in an extra window, close 
up an unused door — and so on, decade after decade, until not 
much semblance of the old structure remains. Far better; one 
might say, to demolish and rebuild all at once — but that is not the 
English way. 

The Government of London 

Something should be said about the government of London, for 
this world metropolis has bulked large in English political life for 
nearly a thousand years. But what is London? The average Ameri- 
can is confused, as well he may be, when he reads that the city 
of London had a population of 13,700 at the last census. This state- 
ment is literally correct, but of no real consequence because the 

city is only a very small part of London. The county of London 
contains five million people, while the London metropolitan police 
district contains more than seven million. It is metropolitan 
London that runs neck and neck with New York for leadership 
among the world’s great cities. 

The city of London is merely the ancient core of the modern 
leviathan, occupying an area of about one square mile. It is the 
municipal entity which began as a Celtic town and became succes- 
sively a Roman civitas, a Saxon borough, a Norman city. It has 
remained a ^^city” to this day — with its old boundaries virtually 
unchanged and its old type of municipal government largely un- 
altered. (Its area is occupied by banks, warehouses, and public 
buildings. That explains why it has a resident or “night” popula- 
tion of only thirteen thousand. In the day hours, however, its 
streets are thronged by hundreds of thousands who come into the 
city to do business. 

Around this historic municipality there grew up, in the course 
of time, a number of satellite communities which were organized as 
parishes, each with its own government. Eventually there were 
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more than a hundred of these parishes, together with the city of 
Westminster, all solidly built up and forming a great circle This 
was the situation in 1888 when parliament was asked to intervene 
and consolidate the whole metropolis. This it did by creating the 
administrative county of London with an area of about 117 sejuare 
miles. Provision was made for a county council with extensive 
powers to serve as the chief governing organ of this administrative 
county. A little later the county of London w'as divided into 
metropolitan boroughs, each having a limited range of local self- 
government. When an Englishman speaks of the government of 
London without any qualifying adjective, it is usuallv this county 

government that he has in mind. 

Finally, there is the London metropolitan police district, often 
called Greater London, which covers about 700 square miles. ‘ It is 
not a regular municipality but a district for police purposes only 
It has no elective governing officials and its inhabitants do not 
constitute a municipal corporation. Yet people usually call them- 
selves Londoners if they live within this district, and when com- 
parisons are made with other great centers of urban population this 
is the area used. 

The city of London is a corporation made up of the freemen of 
the city , that is, of ratepayers who pay a fee of one guinea for the 
privilege of having their names inscribed on the roll of freemen. ^ 
Only freemen have the right to vote at city elections; but the 
qualifications for voting at parliamentary elections are the same as 
in other English cities. The corporation, or body of freemen, 
governs the city through a lord mayor and three councils (or 
courts, as they are officially called) ; namely, the court of aldermen, 
the court of common council, and the court of common hall. 

To explain how these three councils are organized, and what 
their respective powers are, would take more space than can be 
allotted here.^ Suffice it to say tha1\both aldermen and common 
councillors are elected by wards, while the court of common hall is 
a sort of town meeting. Most of the power rests with the common 
council, which manages all the municipal services through its 
committees; but the lord mayor of London is chosen by the court of 

after all, is not such a vast area. Los Angeles, for examxdle, has more than 
400 square miles within her municipal limits. 

A guinea is twenty-one shillings—about five dollars. 

^ details see the author’s Government of European Cities (revised edition, 

rvlew Yoris:, 1927), chap. ix. 
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common. hall from among the senior aldermen who have served 
as sheriff. 

The lord mayor of London has no independent powers. His 
office is purely an honorary one. He appoints no city officials and 
performs no executive functions. He merely presides at meetings 
of the three councils and represents the city on occasions of cere- 
mony. At his own expense he provides a stately banquet and a 
gorgeous pageant — the one for the dignitaries of the city and the 
other for the people. He is always knighted by the king during his 
term, if he has not already attained that rank. The salary attached 
to the office is generous (ten thousand pounds a year), but all of it, 
and more, goes for official entertainments. 

A curious anachronism is this government of the city, with its 
strange trappings of medisevalism. Here is a little square in the 
great chessboard of metropolitan London retaining its quaint 
panorama of one-guinea freemen and five-guinea liverymen alto- 
gether defiant of modern municipal democracy. Yet the city is 
well governed. There is nothing mediaeval about its public services. 
Naturally its tax rate is low because the assessable value of the 
place is enormous. Its people seem to be satisfied. On the other 
hand the existence of this hoary relic in the center of Greater 
London is a thorn in the flesh of many reformers. They regard it as 
a sort of canker at the heart of the county. Naturally they do not 
like to see the richest square mile of territory in Europe contribut- 
ing nothing to the cost of county government but spending its local 
taxes within its own boundaries. 

The administrative county of London is governed by a county 
council which consists of 124 elective councillors (two from each 
of the sixty parliamentary constituencies of the county and four 
from the city), together with twenty aldermen. The councillors 
are elected by popular vote for three years, the suffrage being the 
same as in other municipal elections. The aldermen are chosen by 
the councillors, either from within their own ranks or from outside, 
and serve for six years, but half of them retire triennially.^ Thus 
the total membership of the London County Council is 144. The 
councillors and aldermen sit together and have the same voting 
power. Together they elect each year a chairman of the council and 
may choose him from outside the counciFs membership, in which 

^ When aldermen are chosen from among councillors this leaves vacancies to be 
filled by special elections. 
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case the total becomes 145. The practice has been to elect a new 

chairman each year, and as a rule the choice has been made from 

within the council’s membership. 

Save for a lull during the war, the London County Council Counca 
elections have been stubbornly contested. There are three political 
parties in London politics. They call themselves Municipal Re- 
formers, Progressives, and Labor, but they are virtually branches of 
the three national organizations. The Municipal Reformers in 
London are largely Conservatives (Unionists) in national politics- 
the Propessives are mostly Liberals. It is sometimes said that the 
national parties, as such, do not figure in London elections, and in a 
narrow sense that is true; at any rate it was true until the rise of 
the Labor party. But in a broad sense the national party lines 
have always held fairly well in London elections, and in recent 
years they have been considerably tightened. To-day the identi- 
fication of national and local party lines is about as close as in New 
York or Chicago. 

The powers given to the London County Council are extensive in Powers of 
scojie. It is the sole authority with respect to main sewers and Jj-C.C, 
sewage disposal, fire protection, tunnels and ferri^ and bridges 
(except those in the city). It has charge of those street improve- 
ments which are metropolitan in character; although these are 
usually undei taken under special power conferred by parliament in 
each instance, as w-as done in the construction of the Kingsway. 

But the maintenance and improvement of the regular London 
thoroughfares (with the exception of the Thames Embankment), 
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laws, and the maintenance of various institutions for the un- 
fortunate. 

To do all this work takes money, and the council obtains its 
revenue from three principal sources. The national government 
contributes grants-in-aid or subsidies toward the cost of certain 
services. Some income is derived from tolls, rents, fees, and pay- 
ments of various kinds. But the bulk of the council’s revenue comes 
from rates, or local taxes. These rates are always levied by pre- 
cepts or warrants from the various metropolitan borough councils 
In other words a single rate is levied for both county and borough 
purposes, the county council and the borough councils each getting 
their share of the proceeds. For permanent improvements it is 
given power to borrow money, usually by special acts of parliament. 

The administrative county of London has no mayor and no 
official corresponding to a mayor. The county council has a chair- 
man but he is not an executive officer. He presides at council 
meetings but has no other powers. The council itself is the execu- 
tive authority. But since executive functions obviously cannot be 
performed by a body of 144 members, they are delegated by the 
council to its eighteen committees and these committees, in their 
turn, devolve a large part of the work on the permanent officials. 
The county’s staff of permanent officials is a very large one, and 
until a few years ago all of its members were appointed by the 
council at its discretion. The higher officials continue to be so 
appointed, but the subordinate officials are now chosen by civil 
service competition. 

Mention has been made of the metropolitan borough councils 
which share in the work of London government. The administra- 
tive county of London is a federation of boroughs. In 1888, when 
the county was created, there were more than a hundred parishes 
and districts within its bounds, each with a vestry or small elec- 
tive board which was vainly trying to cope with problems that had 
grown too big for it. Everybody appreciated the need for con- 
solidating these small areas into large ones, but not until 1899 did 
parliament agree upon the details of a plan. In that year it passed 
the London Government Act by which all the territory comprised 
within the county (but not including the city) was organized into 
twenty-eight metropolitan boroughs. These metropolitan bor- 
oughs are very unequal in size because an attempt was made to 
follow the traditional parish boundaries. T Each borough has a local 
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government consisting of mayor, aldermen, and councillors, all sit- 
ting together to form a borough council. The councillors are 
elected by the borough voters, the aldermen and the mayor by 
the council. The qualifications for voting, the procedure in nom- 
inations and elections, and the other incidents of organisation, are 
almost identical with those in vogue in the ordinary boroughs of 
the country Borough elections are fought out upon party lines 
whic.i coincide with those of county elections, the chief contests 
during the last dozen years being waged between Labor caiidi- 
dates and their opponents. 

In the extent of their powers, metropolitan borough councils are Their 
more limited than the councils of ordinary cities. In general they 
have charge of local street-building, paving, lighting, and cleaning. 

Ihe borough councils also undertake the construction and main- 
tenance^ of subsidiary sewers and the enforcement of health regula- 
tions. They are authorized to erect workmen’s dwellings, and some 
of them have gone into this enterprise on a considerable scale. 

They have charge of public baths and washhouses; they look after 
the public libraries, and control the local cemeteries. The borough 
councils likewise have power to own and operate electric lighting 
plants and more than half of them have taken advantage of this 
opportunity. With the approval of the ministry of health other 
powers may be transferred to the borough councils from the county 
council, or vice versa. But as both have been reluctant to give up 
anything, very little transferring of power has taken place either 
way. 

On the whole, the system of metropolitan borough government How the 
has worked fairly well, although in recent years it has been harshly 
criticized from various quarters. There jias boon some extrava- 
gance, considerable grumbling by taxpayers, and some lowering in 
the general standards of administration. This is due, in all prob- 
ability, to a number of factors, such as the division of responsibility 
between the county and borough councils, the difficulty of arousing 
an active civic spirit in communities which are merely small blocks 
in a gigantic chessboard, and the absence of a sufficiently mixed 
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financial resources than they require. Hence it has been urged that 
the whole taxpaying power of the metropolitan boroughs should 
somehow^ be pooled and the results distributed fairly. 

The county council and the borough councils have nothing to do 
with the policing of London, but the city has its own police. For 
the great circle surrounding the city there is a metropolitan police 
system. The metropolitan police district includes the whole of the 
county of London and parts of several other counties. At the head 
of the district is a police commissioner who is appointed by the 
crown. He is not chosen for any definite term but holds office dur- 
ing the pleasure of the home office. He has three assistant com- 
missioners, appointed like himself. The metropolitan police force 
now consists of over 20,000 men of all ranks, thus making it the 
largest police force in the world. But the cost of maintaining this 
huge establishment is considerably less than the amount spent upon 
the police department of New York City, which is only about half 
as large. The commissioner has entire charge of organization and 
discipline; but the financial administration of the force is entrusted 
to a receiver, appointed by the crown, who is responsible for the 
erection and management of all police stations, the awarding of 
contracts, the purchase of supplies, and for all other matters out- 
side the actual work of preserving law and order. 

These, then, are the chief authorities who govern the three 
Londons. But only the chief ones: there are literally dozens of 
others with all sorts of powers and functions. In point of impor- 
tance the county council stands first, but the metropolitan borough 
councils are by no means to be disregarded and their work comes 
even closer, perhaps, to the convenience of the citizens. Among 
urban governments the world over, that of London is by far the 
most complicated. In its profusion of authorities and jurisdictions 
the English capital far outmatches New York, Paris, and Berlin. 
But London is an amazing community (one Englishman out of 
every six is a Londoner) and one vshould hardly expect to find its 
government simple. 


The most useful source of information on all phases of English local 
govermnent is the volume containing Part i of the Minutes of Evidence 
Taken before the Roijal Commission on Local Government (Parts i-xii, Lon- 
don, 1923-1928). This volume of over two hundred pages embodies a large 
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amount of data, both historical and descriptive, and is invaluable to 

serious students of the subject. 

Among general books on the subject, mention may be made of Sidney 
and Beati’ice Webb, English Local Government (6 vols., London, 190(1- 
1922), which is largely a historical survey; Josef Redlich and F. W. Hirst, 
Local Government in England (2 vols., London, 1903) ; H. E. Smith, Mu 7 iic- 
ipal and Local Government Law (London, 1923) ; E. S. Griffith, The Modern 
Development of City Government in the United States (2 vols., London, 
1927); C. H. Carter, The Local Government Act, 1888 (London, 1924); and 
Jolin J. Claike s Local Goveimment of the United Kingdom (5th edition, 
London, 1929). This last-named volume contains (in its appendix) an 
excellent classified bibliography with references to the best books on all 
branches of British local administration. A useful work for reference on 
.special topics is J . Scholefield’s Encyclopedia of Local Government Lam 
(9 vols., London, 1905-1923). Mention should also be made of E. D. 
Simon, A City Council from Within {London, 1926). A full discussion of 
English city government may be found in W. B. Munro, The Government 
of European Cities (remsed edition. New York, 1927) with a full bibliog- 
raphy. G. E. H. Cole s volume on The Future of Local Government 
(London, 1921) sets forth a plan for a complete reconstruction of the 
existing system. 

The most convenient source of information concerning the government 
of the British metropolis is P. A. Harris, London and Its Government 
(London, 1913). But mention may also be made of Sir Aston Webb’s 
Lorukn of tlw Future (New York, 1921). A. J. Glasspool, The Corporation 
of the City of London (London, 1924) explains the government of the city. 
Much interesting material is contained in the Annual Reports of the 
London County Council and in the Report of the Commissioners Appointed 
to Inquire into the Local Government of Greater London (London, 1923). 
The volumes containing the Minutes of Evidence, Parts i-vii, taken by this 
commission are also available, and they form a storehouse of material 
which even the most diligent student of the subject can hardly hope to 
exhaust. 
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CHAPTER XVII . 

SCOTLAND AND IRELAND 

My poor opinion is that the closest connection between Great Britain and 
Ireland is essential to the well-being, I had almost said, to the very being of the 
two kingdoms. At bottom, Ireland has no other choice, I mean no other ra- 
tional choice . — Edmund Burke. 


Scotland 

Scotland, like England, was populated by Celtic tribes when the 
Romans first landed- on the shores of Britain. But the Ptdman 
legions never pushed their way into the northern sections of the 
island and Scotland never became a part of the great Latin empire. 
Nor did the Saxons, when they came to Britain from across the 
waters, succeed in conquering all of Scotland. The Scottish high- 
lands continued to be inhabited by people of the Celtic race, al- 
though some Saxons worked their way into the lowlands which 
constituted the southern part of the country. The various tribes or 
clans of Scotland gradually became united under a monarchy with 
its capital at Edinburgh. In due course, moreover, parliamentary 
institutions were developed, not widely different from those of 
England.^ 

Even before the Norman conquest the Saxon kings of England 
claimed a shadowy protectorate over the kingdom of the Scots, 
but this claim was never enforced. The Normans, when they came, 
left Scotland alone, but in 1286 Edward I of England undertook to 
settle a dispute which was then raging in Scotland concerning the 
succession to the Scottish throne. This precipitated a quarrel, and 
Edward invaded Scotland. His invasion was successful and Scot- 
land passed for the moment under the English crown. This control 

^ Wales is commonly called a “principality” but for all governmental purposes 
it is united with England. Edward I. in 1284, formally annexed Wales, but the 
indigenous Welsh institutions were left in existence for the time being, although 
English law and legal procedure were partially introduced. It 'was not until 1535 
that W'ales was given representation in the House of Commons. Two centuries 
later (1747) it was made a rule that the mention of England in an act of parliament 
should be taken to include Wales. The title Prince of Wales is borne by the king’s 
eldest son; but it gives him no political authority. 
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waaof short duration, however, for England presently became in- ■ , 
volved'in 'a war with France and the Scots took advantage of .the 
occasion to throw off, the English suzerainty. After a.' protracted 
struggle they won a victory at Bannockburn (1314) which enabled 
them to restore the kingdom to its ancient independence. But 
Anglo-Scottish hostility was not brought to an end by this triumph 
and there were frequent clashes between the two countries during 
the next three hundred years. Scotland, being the weaker power, 
found it advisable to cultivate relations with France, and at times 
the Scots became the allies of the French in their wars with 
England. 

Throughout the middle ages and into the modern period, at any The royal^ 
rate, Scotland managed to retain her independence. It happened, England m 
however, that the nyyal families of England and Scotland became 
related by the intermarriage of members who were not immediately 
in line for either throne. Then, on the death of Queen Elizabeth in 
1003, there were no Tudor heirs at hand and the Scottish people 
had the satisfaction of seeing their own king, James VI, inherit the 
throne of England.^ He proceeded to Westminster, took the title of 
James I, and inaugurated in England the ill-starred dynasty of 
four Stuart kings. In this way Scotland and England became 
united under the same line of monarchs, but each retained its own 
parliament. The same king dealt with one parliament at Edin- 
burgh and with another at Westminster. 

This royal union naturally put an end to the old hostility and Its results, 
brought the two countries into better relations. It stood the strain 
of the English civil war, the Cromwellian dictatorship, the expul- 
sion of James II, and the establishment of the Hanoverian dynasty. 

Yet it was not regarded as altogether satisfactory by either coun- 
try. It was a union without unity. The Scots were especially 
desirous of a share in the industrial and commercial prosperity 
which England was deriving from the trade with her colonies; they 
also desired the privilege of freely shipping all their products into 
the English market. England was not willing to concede either of 
these things unless Scotland would submit to virtual annexation. 

So relations once more became strained and in 1704 the Scottish 
parliament announced that unless something were done it would 
proceed to choose a monarch of its own. 

^ James VI was the son of Mary, Queen of Scots, who was a first cousin of Queen 
Elizabeth. 


314 


GREAT BRITAIN 


The parlia- 
mentary 
union of 
1707. 


Present 
government 
of Scotland. 


The repre- 
sentation of 
Scotland in 
parUamont. 


To forestall an impending separation, therefore, commissioners 
from both countries were appointed to reach a common ground. 
They managed to frame a treaty embodying concessions on both 
sides, and this treaty was approved in 1707 by the parliaments con- 
cerned. Briefly it provided for the organic union of the two coun- 
tries, under the name of Great Britain, with a single parliament at 
Westminster. The Scottish parliament was abolished, and Scotland 
obtained representation in both the House of Lords and the House 
of Commons. She was permitted to retain her own system of laws 
and legal procedure, her own religion and local institutions. In 
return for the abolition of their parliament the Scottish people were 
granted full freedom of trade with England and with the English 
colonies. It was a fair bargain; one country obtained political and 
the other economic advantages. Scotland traded her parliament 
for pounds, shillings and pence. She did it with her eyes open. 
And the Scottish people, on the whole, have not regretted the 
agreement of 1707, The union ushered in an era of material prOvS- 
perity which lasted for a long time and made the southern part of 
Scotland one of the richest sections of the United Kingdom. 

The government of Scotland, as arranged by the Act of 1707, has 
remained unaltered in its essential features to the present time. 
There is a secretary of state for Scotland who has a seat in the 
British cabinet. Like other members of the cabinet he is chosen by 
the prime minister. Invariably he is a Scotchman, although there is 
no legal requirement to this effect. In a general way the secretary 
is responsible for the supervision of administrative affairs in Scot- 
land, in which work he is assisted by various functionaries and 
boards, including a lord advocate, an undersecretary for Scotland, 
a solicitor-general, and other functionaries. All laws passed by the 
British parliament apply to Scotland unless otherwise stipulated, 
and many things are uniform in the two countries, as, for example, 
the systems of national taxation and national defense. On the 
other hand many things are different, because Scotland retains 
her own system of civil law and procedure, her own hierarchy of 
courts, her own ecclesiastical organlisation and her own distinctive 
scheme of local government. 

Scotland, as has been said, is represented in the House of Lords 
by 16 Scottish peers and in the House of Commons by 74 members, 
which is about what the population warrants. In both chambers the 
Scottish members have exactly the same status as the English, and 
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are eligible for appointment to all ministerial positions. As a rule 
they have been well represented in British ministries, so well, in 
fact, their prominence is a matter of frequent remark by outsiders. 

Scotland has bad a larger share in British administration than her 
population entitles her to have. Of the ten prime ministers during 
the past fifty years, five have been Scotchmen. 

On the whole the feeling between these two sections of the Success of 
United Kingdom has grown increasingly cordial during the period mSon^and ^ 
since 1707. Various new concessions to Scotland have been mad(3. Irish 
There has been no serious clamor for Scottish home rule, much less 
for a Scottish republic. There has been some grumbling about the 
neglect of Scottish interests at AVestminster, but no strong move- 
ment to dissolve the partnership such as developed in Southern 
Ireland. This is the more noteworthy when one recalls the fact that 
Saxon and Scot were mortal enemies for over five hundred 5"ears 
preceding the union. 

The reasons for this entente are not far to seek. Scotland was Reasons for 
never conquered by England ; she entered the union a free country ; 
her people accepted a changed political status in return for fair 
compensation. Apart from merely sentimental considerations, 

Scotland lost nothing by joining with England. No intelligent 
Scotchman of to-day contends that his country would now be 
better off if the treaty of 1707 had been rejected. Ireland went into 
the union under vastly different circumstances. The island was in- 
vaded and conquered by English armies; the line of Irish kings 
was brought to an end by force; and the powers of the Irish parlia- 
ment were reduced to a shadow. This parliament was allowed to 
continue its existence, but it did not represent the majority of the 
Irish people and it could do nothing that was not subject to review 
at Westminster. The union of 1800, moreover, was put through the 
Irish parliament by political trickery and manipulation. Ireland 
derived from the union of 1800 no commercial advantages of any 
account. It was a jug-handled bargain. Ireland gave up her 
parliament, mere wraith of a parliament that it was, and got 
nothing in return. Finally, the difference in religious belief made it 
impossible for this union to work out as the other had done. 

Ireland 

Ireland's troubles with England go back a long way before the 
union of 1800. They are almost primseval. It is not possible to problem. 
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understand the Irish problem, as it stands to-day, without some 
knowledge of its antecedents. In no other country, with the 
possible exception of Poland, are the political conditions of the 
present so largely a heritage of the past. This past is one long 
chronicle of friction, suspicion, and hatred. Ireland blames England 
for it all; and England blames Ireland for most of it. The truth is 
that both countries have been jointly responsible for Ireland's 
vicissitudes, in what proportion will doubtless remain a matter of 
controversy to the end of time. 

Ireland, at the dawn of history, was peopled by Celts, the kins- 
men of the Scots and of the ancient Britons whom the Saxon in- 
vaders drove out of England. These Celts had not united into a 
single Irish monarchy but were being governed by several native 
rulers when Henry II of England crossed the Irish Sea in 1171-1172 
and conquered part of the island, more particularly the region 
around Dublin which thereafter came to be known as The Pale. 
In this area English law and English judicial procedure were 
gradually established. There was also some immigration from 
England to The Pale, but the newcomers quickly became assimi- 
lated despite all attempts to prevent this. In due course a parlia- 
ment was established within The Pale, but its authority was greatly 
limited at the close of the fifteenth centuiy by a statute known as 
Poyning's Law. This law provided that all English statutes should 
apply to Ireland, that the Irish parliament should never be sum- 
moned except with the prior consent of the English government, 
and that when summoned its acts should be subject to the approval 
of the king in council. Many years later the English parliament 
followed this with a declaratory act (1720) which asserted its right 
to legislate for Ireland on any and all matters. 

By these and various other measures Irish self-government was 
reduced to a phantom. Executive authority was vested in a lord 
deputy, appointed by the crown and not responsible to the Irish 
parliament. Neither the lord deputy nor his parliament exercised 
any real authority outside The Pale. In these outer and relatively 
untamed regions the people gave their allegiance to various local 
chieftains or “kings'' who were often at war with one another but 
always ready to unite against the English. Irish agriculture was 
handicapped by this ever^recurring warfare and also by the pro- 
hibition of various Irish exports. The exporting of Irish wool was 
hindered, for example, and when the people set themselves to 
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manufacture their wool into cloth the exporting of cloth was also 
forbidden (1699)., 

. Meamvhile' w happenings . in Ireland accentuated the 
strained relations between the twm countries. During the reign of 
Henry VIII (1509-1547) England broke relations with the Holy 
See and became Protestant, while Ireland remained Catholic. This, 
in itself, widened the breach between the two countries. Then, a 
little later, the English government undertook to subdue the 
northern part of the island, and when the people rebelled their 
lands were confiscated. Early in the reign of James I (1611) the 
great plantation of Ulster was laid out and settled by emigrants 
from England and Scotland who became possessors of the con- 
fiscated lands. As the new settlers were Protestants this action 
divided the island into two unequal religious camps and laid the 
foundation for mucli later bitterness. 

Then came the struggle between Charles I and the English 
parliament. Ireland seized the opportunity to rise in revolt and was 
almost successful. England was dislodged from all save Dublin. 
But the day of reckoning was soon to arrive, for when Cromwell 
felt himself master of England he proceeded to Ireland on a mission 
of reconquest and retaliation. There he performed his task with a 
rigor which Ireland has not forgotten to this day. Extreme pen- 
alties were imposed upon the island by the English government, 
enormous tracts of land being taken from their rebellious owners 
and given to English military officers. 

This Cromwellian Settlement was not a settlement at all, for it 
did not break the spirit of the Irish people but merely left them in 
a bitterly hostile frame of mind, with a determination to undo the 
wrong at the first opportunity. Such an opportunity seemed to be 
at hand in 1689 wdien James 11, having been driven from the English 
throne, landed in Ireland and called upon the people for aid. Once 
more all Ireland, except Ulster, responded. But once more it was a 
bad gamble, for James Stuart proved a frail reed on which to lean 
the Irish hopes. Pie and his army were overwhelmed at the Battle of 
the Boyne (1690) and Ireland once more had occasion to learn 
what vse victis meant. The island was now so thoroughly cowed and 
enfeebled that no more uprisings took place for over a century. 

During this period of relative peace the attitude of the English 
authorities softened somewhat. England had troubles of her own 
in the last quarter of the eighteenth century — troubles in America, 
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in India, and in Europe. The American Revolution also carried its 
lesson to Westminster. So, in 1782, the English parliament re- 
nounced its claim to make laws for Ireland and repealed the restric- 
tions which had been imposed by Poyning^s Law. A year later it 
virtually conceded the supremacy of the Irish parliament and of the 
Irish courts within their own territorial jurisdiction. This seemed 
to give Ireland virtual home rule. Ireland is a nation,’/ cried 
Henry Grattan in ecstasy. But it was home rule with a query. The 
English crown continued to be represented in Ireland by a viceroy 
who, although technically responsible to the Irish parliament, was in 
reality controlled by the English House of Commons inasmuch as 
he was a member of the English cabinet. This was a wholly im- 
practical and anomalous arrangement, bound to engender friction 
as time went on. 

Things went along without ruction for a dozen years or more. 
Ireland began to grow prosperous; her commerce expanded, and 
her industries showed signs of revival. Then the ill-fortune which 
has dogged the Irish nation through so many centuries showed its 
sinister form once more. The French Revolution gave Ireland 
an opportunity which her people could not resist. Not only did 
it send a wave of republican sentiment over the country but 
it brought England into a critical war with France. “England’s 
emergencies are Ireland’s opportunities ’’—so an old Irish saying 
goes. Accordingly, the French revolutionists carried their propa- 
ganda to Ireland, convinced the people that with England’s back 
to the wall they needed only to strike for deliverance, and swept 
them into the Irish Rebellion of 1798. England’s back may have 
been to the wall, but her hands proved to be free. The rebellion 
was crushed in a whirl of reprisals. 

Thereupon the English cabinet decided that Ireland should be 
put under bonds for good behavior. England must take no future 
chance of being stormed from the rear. Accordingly the prime 
minister, William Pitt the younger, prepared a plan for the parlia- 
mentary union of England and Ireland. An act of union was drafted 
and was submitted to the Irish parliament for acceptance. Outside 
of Ulster the public sentiment of Ireland was against the measure, 
nevertheless by dint of bribery, intimidation, coercive persuasion, 
and other corrupt practices it was forced through the legislative 
chambers in Dublin. It is said that Pitt spent nearly a million 
pounds sterling to get the measure passed. Some members of the 
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Irish parliament got titles, some got lucrative offices, some were 
bribed outright. In all fairness to Pitt it should be explained that 
these were the political methods of his time. He was not unfriendly 

to Ireland and expected that this union would be followed by 

various conciliatory measures, but he found the English opposition 

too great. 

By the terms of the union the Irish parliament was abolished, Itaprovi- 
and Ireland obtained representation in both Houses at West- 
minster—twenty-eight members in the House of Lords and one 
hundred in the House of Commons. Executive authority was to be 
exercised through a viceroy, representing the crown. As such he 
was responsible, through the ministry, to the British House of 
Commons. Irish laws and courts were unaffected by the union 
save that the British House of Lords now became the court of last 
resort. There were almost no economic compensations. The alien 
landowner continued to possess most of the country. The divi.sion 
of religious sympathies between England and Ireland made cor- 
diality impracticable. 

Save for a single flare-up in 1803, however, the Act of Union was The half 
lollo^^ed by more than forty years of relative quiet. Amid the 
peat economic changes which took place during this era, bringino* ^ 
industrial prosperity to the rest of the United Kingdom, the whole 
0 bouthern Ireland sat sullen, depressed, subdued. There were 
some local disorders but they were easily quelled. Daniel O^Connell 
rose to be the political leader of his people during this period, but he 
did not control the Irish members in the British House of Com- 
mons. Until after 1832 the suffrage was as nan-ow in Ireland as in 
England, hence the Irish members did not represent the body of the 
Irish people. Many of them, as in England, were named by patrons 
or chosen by close corporations. As the nineteenth century wore on 
many Irishmen began to emigrate to the United States and to the 
British colonies, and after the potato famines of 1846-1849 this 
exodus assumed huge proportions. 

An agitation for the repeal of the union, led by O’Connell, had The home 
been set afoot as early as 1841, but for many years it made slow ment““''®' 
progress because it was associated in the English mind with re- 
publicanism and revolution. In 1873, however, an association 
calling itself the Home Rule League was foimed with the avowed 
aim of securing by peaceful and parliamentary means a reasonable 
measure of Irish self-determination. This league undertook to 
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secure the election of home-rulers to parliament and under the 
leadership of Charles Stewart Parnell succeeded in creating an 
Irish Nationalist party in the tiouse of Commons. The Nationalist 
party increased its numbers to the point where it eventually held 
the balance of power, and in 1886 Parnell persuaded Gladstone, the 
Liberal prime minister, to bring in the first Irish home rule bill. ^ 

This bill provided for the establishment of an Irish parliament in 
Dublin, with the right to make laws for Ireland, and to levy taxes 
except customs duties and excises. Executive power Vvas to remain 
in the hands of a lord lieutenant, appointed by the crown, but 
responsible to the parliament of Ireland. All matters of concern to 
the British empire as a whole, and not to Ireland alone, were to be 
dealt with by the British parliament. In this parliament Ireland 
was no longer to be represented although she was to contribute one- 
seventeenth of all imperial expenses. In other words Ireland was to 
be taxed without being represented, a provision which gave rise to 
much criticism. 

This measure did not wholly satisfy the Nationalists, but they 
supported it. Much less, however, did it satisfy some of Glad- 
stone\s followers in England. These anti-home-rule Liberals, calling 
themselves Liberal-Unionists, bolted Gladstone’s leadership, voted 
against the bill on its second reading, and defeated it in the House 
of Commons, thus forcing the prime minister to choose between 
resignation and an appeal to the country. A general election there- 
upon took place and the Liberals were overwhelmed by the new 
coalition of Conservatives and Liberal-Unionists. A Unionist 
ministry under Lord Salisbury then came into power and the 
first home rule bill went into the wastebasket. But home rule 
continued to be a burning issue in British politics for the Liberals 
did not forsake the cause, and at the next general election (1892) 
they found themselves once more in power, although again de- 
pendent upon the Irish Nationalists for a majority in the House, 

So Gladstone in 1893 brought in his second home rule bill. It 
differed from its predecessor in some important respects, more 
particularly in providing that Ireland, besides having a parliament 
of her own, should be represented by eighty members in the British 
House of Commons. These members, however, were not to vote on 
matters concerning England and Scotland, but only on questions 

^ The Nationalists at this time had 83 members in the House of Commons. See 
ahovef p. 242. 
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in which Ireland could be shown to have an interest. The Irish 
members were thus to be in the House on some questions, and out of 
it on others, hence this arrangement was dubbed the “in and out ” 
provision of the bill. English public opinion did not like this feature. 

It was looked upon as a menace to the whole system of ministerial 
responsibility— which in truth it was. A ministry would have a 
majority in the House of Commons on some questions and no 
majority on others. Nevertheless the House of Commons passed 
the bill and sent it to the House of Lords where it was rejected by 
a large majority. The Liberals did not press the issue farther, be- 
cause there was lukewarmness in their own ranks, and Mr. Glad- 
stone was presently induced to retire from the leadership. His 
retirement was followed by a Unionist victory at the polls and for 
the next ten years the friends of home rule were on the Opposition 
side of the House. 

But the pendulum of politics eventually swung the other way The third 
and the Liberals came back into office. Having in mind what had Muimo! 
happened in 1893, they did not bring in the third home rule bill 
until after they had curbed the powers of the Lords by the Parlia- 
ment Act of 1911 and had thus made sure that their work would 
not be undone. The provisions of this third home rule bill stipu- 
lated that there should be an Irish parliament of two chambers 
representing the whole of Ireland (including Ulster), with jurisdic- 
tion over all strictly Irish affairs. Certain matters, such as a 
military and naval policy, foreign affairs, treaties, and customs 
duties, were exclusively reseiwed to the British parliament. The 
lord lieutenant of Ireland, representing the crown, was to act 
solely on the advice of the Irish cabinet which, in turn, was to 
have the confidence of the Irish parliament. This bill went through 
the Commons in 1912, but was once more rejected by the Lords. 
Accordingly, under the provisions of the Parliament Act it could 
not go into force until the expiry of two years, that is to say, until 
the summer of 1914.i 

Meanwhile Ulster came to the front with a threat of armed 
resistance if her people were subjected to the jurisdiction of a 
Dublin parliament. A strong Unionist organization was formed in 
Ulster; large numbers of volunteers were enrolled, and there was 
every indication that the inauguration of home rule in Ireland 
would be followed by a civil war between Ulster and the rest of the 
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country. But notwithstanding this serious danger the House of 
Commons gave the home rule bill its last passage over the two- 
year veto of the Lords. 

Outbreak of No sooner had it gone on the statute book in the summer of 
world however, than Western Europe launched into the world war. 

At once the friends and the foes of home rule agreed to call a truce 
on this question. Leaders of all political parties came together and 
agreed that the Irish question, like all other domestic controver- 
sies, should be temporarily shelved in order that the British empire 
might devote its entire strength to the great struggle. More spe- 
cifically it was agreed that the home rule act, although finally en- 
acted, should not be put into operation until the close of the war.^ 

During the first year of the war little was heard of the Irish 
question. Ireland was quiet, and when Ireland is quiet there is 
apt to be some trouble on the w^ay. Although the Nationalist 
leaders, at the outbreak of hostilities, had pledged Ireland's 
Ireland dur- support to the Allied cause, it soon became apparent that they 
ing the war. carry the country with them. In Britain’s emergency 

there were many young Irishmen who could see nothing but the 
best opportunity that had come to Ireland since Napoleon’s day. 
So they urged the striking of a blow for complete independence, for 
separation from the British empire, for an Irish republic. Obstacles 
were thrown in the way of enlisting Irishmen for service with the 
Allies, and secret negotiations with Germany were opened by one 
of the Irish leaders. Sir Roger Casement. The Germans promised 
arms, munitions, and money to aid an Irish rebellion. 

The Sinn The driving force in this movement for an Irish republic was the 
organization known as Sinn Fein.^ Sinn Fein had been in existence 
for some years prior to 1914, but had gained relatively few recruits 
until that year, when the great European conflagration seemed 
to presage the incoming of a new world order. With mobiliza- 
tions going on everywhere, Irishmen (particularly young Irishmen) 
could not resist the contagion. By the thousands, therefore, they 
deserted the Nationalist or home rule party and enrolled them- 
selves in the more radical ranks of Sinn Fein. The organization 
grew to large proportions and its leaders only awaited a propitious 
hour to strike. 

^ There was also an understanding that before putting the measure into effect 
the ministry would secure from parliament some concession to the desires of Ulster. 

2 The words Sinn Fein (pronounced “Shin Fane”) are Old Irish for “ourselves 
alone.” 
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As lUurned out, the hotheads got beyond control and struck too 
soon. Before there was any certainty of German cooperation an 
insurrection broke loose in Dublin and the Irish Republic was pro- 
c aimed (Easter Monday, 1916). A hopeless venture from the 
JarL the Easter rebellion was localized and put down within a few 
dap. beveral of the leaders were executed. But the quelling of 
this rebellion did not settle anything and Ireland remained on edge 
until the end of the vmrld war. At the general election which fol- 
lowed the armistice the country showed its temper by electing sev- 
enty-tnree Smn Fein merabei-s to the British House of Commons 
and pledging them not to take their seats. Instead they were in- 
stracted to assem ble in Dublin as a parliament of the Irish Republic. 

Ihese ongoings made it apparent that the Irish question could 
no . be settled by putting into operation the home rule act of 1914. 
Ulster did not want it; neither did the rest of the country. The 
fomer objected that the act went too far, the latter that it did 
not go iar enough Early in 1920, therefore, the British prime 
minihtei , Mr. Lloyd George, laid before parliament a new measure 
mtended to supersede the still-dormant home rale act of 1914. 
The outstanding feature of this new measure was its provision for 
two separate governments in Ireland, one for six counties in Ulster 
and the other for the remaining twenty-six counties of Ireland. 

ac of these two peas was to have its own parliament, the Ulster 
pariiament sitting in Belfast and the parliament of Southern Ireland 
in u m. p parliament was to have the usual powers within 
Its own field of jurisdiction. In addition there was to be a federal 
puncil made up of forty members, tw^enty elected by each of these 
two Irish parliaments. This federal council was to have such powers 
m relation to all-Irish affairs as the Hvo Irish parliaments might 
agree to bestow upon it. Certain important matters, however, were 
reserved for the exclusive jurisdiction of the British government. 
Among these were national defense and foreign relations.^ 

This new measure passed parliament without mishap and was 
accepted by the people of the six Ulster counties who proceeded to 
set up their new pvemment. In the southern counties, however, 
the popular opposition to the scheme was so intense that no prog- 
ress could be made. The people would neither elect members to 
the proposed parliament, nor carry suits to the courts, nor obey 
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any order of the British authorities. Instead the masses of the 
people adhered in their allegiance to the Irish Republic/ obeyed the 
orders of its officials, and carried their controversies to its own 
courts. For a time the English government tried coercion, sending 
large bodies of troops to Ireland in an endeavor to assert its 
authority. Guerilla warfare ensued over a large portion of the 
country, with much destruction of life and property. The titular 
officials of the republic were kept “on the run’^; the republican 
courts were broken up whenever found; the whole island was in a 
turmoil. But in due season the British government became con- 
vinced that Ireland could not be coerced, at any rate not without 
an enormous outlay, and the Irish leaders also reached the con- 
clusion that Britain could not be expelled. Then, and only then, 
did the time become ripe for negotiations on a give-and-take basis. 
It had taken nearly seven hundred years to bring the two countries 
into this frame of mind. ^ 

The treaty So negotiations for a treaty began in 1921. Certain members 
tL^new^^^ of the British cabinet and an equal number of delegates represent- 
SitutSn" Eireann, or de facto parliament of the Irish Republic, 

undertook the work of reaching a compromise, and eventually 
they were able to agree upon the draft of a treaty. This agreement 
was duly submitted to the British parliament and to the Dail, by 
both of which it was ratified. It provided, among other things, that 
an Irish constitution should be prepared and that when this con- 
stitution had been accepted by both sides it should go into effect. 
The constitution was duly framed by a group of Irish leaders; it was 
then ratified by a newly elected Dail Eireann, and went into ef- 
fect on December 6, 1922.^ 

The Irish Constitution 

General sig- This constitution of the Irish Free State deserves more than a 
and^^atiire page or two, for it contains many novel and interesting features, 
etitution!^* Although the treaty of 1921 provided that Ireland should have the 
same constitutional status as the Dominion of Canada, the Irish 
constitution differs widely from the Canadian, and indeed from the 
constitution of every other country. It is rather strongly academic 
in tone, and smacks of the lamp, yet the Irish constitution embodies 

^ The story of these years 1916-1921 is fully told in W. A. Phillips, The Revolu'^ 
turn in Ireland (2nd edition, 1926). 

2 A copy of this document may be found in Darrell Figgis, The Irish Constitviion 
(Dublin, 1923). 
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some provisions which are of considerable interest to the student of 
comparative government.' And on the whole it is quite unlike 

what one might have expected the Irish people to adopt. 

FromAhe United States, by the way, it borrowed nothing. 

Although the relations between Ireland and America have been 
close and friendly for many years, the framers of the Irish constitu- 
tion took no stock in any of those features which Americans re- 
gard as the excellences of their own government, such as the 
prmcipte of checks and balances, the qualified executive veto 
senatorial confirmation of appointments and treaties, and elective 
^ ges in state courts. They drew to a much greater extent from 
England than from America. 

Ihe constitution of the Irish Free State is operative over the Tho const, i- 
counties of Ireland. It does not apply to the 
& X Llstei counties which continue under the Act of 1920. It be- 
gins with the statement that tho Irish Free State is a co-equal 
member of the British commonwealth of nations, that all powers of 
government are derived from the people and shall be e.xercised in 
Ireland in accord with the constitution. ^ Then follows a short bill 
0 rights which defines Irish citizenship, establishes the Irish ThebiUof 
languap as the national tongue (although English is to be equally 
recopized as an official language), forbids the granting of titles 
(with certain exceptions), guarantees the writ of habeas corpus, 
declares the inviolability of persons and property, and stipulates 
freedom of conscience and worship, freedom of speech, and freedom 
of assembly— m other words the traditional English liberties It 
also provides that there shall be no endowment of religion, and on 
the other hand “no discrimination as respects state aid between 
schools under the management of different religious denomina- 
tions All citizens, it declares, have the right to free, elementary 
education. 

Then the constitution proceeds to establish the frame of gov- Tho Irish 
emmont. A parliament is established with power to make laws for 
the peace, order, and good government of the state. This parlia- 
ment consists of two chambers,— a chamber of deputies (Bail 
Eireann) and a senate {Searmd Eireann).^ The size of the chamber The eham- 

The two most conspicuously academic provisions in the original document 
have now been amended out of it See pp. 327, 332. aocument 

to ilm ?r?iTo'f lT4^nnrl Trr* constitution is to be construed with reference 

lo _^,he ticaty of 1 J..! and that anything done contrary to this treaty shall be void. 

" 1 lonounceti as if spelled DamL Airin and Skainad Airiu, 
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is not rigidly fixed, but is to be set by law from time to time. Mem- 
bers of the chamber are elected from districts or constituencies 
(at least three from each constituency) on a basis of universal 
suffrage and by a plan of proportional representation. The term is 
five years but the chamber may be dissolved by the governor- 
general at any time on the advice of the ministers, as in England. 
At present the Bail Eireann has 153 members, of whom six are 
chosen by the two Irish universities (Dublin University and the 
National University), 

As in England, a voter may be registered and may vote either 
(a) where he resides, or (b) where he has a place of business, or 
(c) in a university (if he be a graduate) ; but he is not allowed to 
vote more than once, as is permitted in English parliamentary 
elections.^ There is no plural voting in Ireland. Candidates can 
be nominated by petitions bearing the signatures of at least ten 
qualified voters, but each candidate must put up a deposit of £100 
which is forfeited unless he polls one-third of the votes necessary 
for his election, 2 All the voting takes place on one day and the 
ballots are counted in accordance with the Hare system of propor- 
tional representation. 

The Irish senate embodies a novel experiment in the creation of 
a second chamber. Its size is fixed at sixty members. According to 
the constitution it is to be composed of citizens who have done 
honor to the nation by reason of useful public service, or who, 
because of special qualifications or attainments, represent impor- 
tant aspects of the nation^s life.’^ ^ In other words it was desired to 
have the senate made up of men and women quite above the usual 
run of elected legislators. But how could the selection of such 
members be assured? The original constitution provided that 
every three years a panel or list of forty-two eligibles should be 
prepared by the chamber and the senate acting separately, the 
chamber contributing twenty-eight names to this panel, and the 
senate sixteen. In addition there were to be placed on the panel 
the names of all persons wbo had been at any time members of the 
senate (including members about to retire), provided such persons 
signified their desire to be included. Thus the panel might contain 
a much larger number of names than forty-eight. 

^ See p. 140, 

^ In England the deposit is £150 and the requirement for getting it back is one'- 
eighth of the total vote. See p. 149. 

® Article 29. 
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From this panel a senatorial election was to, be held every third The eiec- 
year with fourteen senators to be chosen by the people for a twelve- 
year term^ but at senatorial elections no voter under thirty years 
of age was to .be permitted to vote. For this election the entire 
Irish Free State constituted a single, district, and the votes were 
to be counted in accordance with the rules of proportional repre- 
sentation. In addition to the fifty-six senators chosen in this way, 
each Irish university was to elect two senators by vote of its grad- 
uates, the election taking place every six. years. 

This method of choosing senators at large, by popular vote, but Objectioiis 
restricting the choice to the confines of a panel or list was a novelty 
in the science of government. The plan %vas not borrowed from 
any other country but v/as invented or devised by the group of 
Irish leaders (some of them college professors) who drafted the 
constitution of 1922. It was a curious mixture of nomination by 
legislators, direct election by the older portion of the electorate 
from a restricted panel of candidates, and the counting of votes on a 
proportional basis. As might have been safely predicted, it did not 
work well when put to the test. The panel of nominees turned out 
to be made up for the most part, not of highly distinguished citizens 
but of highly expert politicians. The voters under thirty years of 
age objected to being deprived of the suffrage at the senatorial 
elections. And complaint was made that the proportional plan of 
counting the votes did not result in fair representation. At any 
rate the whole arrangement seemed defective and in 1928 it was 
changed by a constitutional amendment.^ 

Under the new provision the senators are now elected by the The new 
two chambers, sitting in joint session. The choosing takes place S 
every third year, with one-third of the senate’s membership to be 
chosen each time. The voting at the joint session is on a basis of 
proportional representation, thus giving each political party its 
share of the senators. In connection with this change in the method 
of election the senatorial term was shortened from twelve to nine 
years. Whether the new plan will function better than the old one 
is problematical. 

The chamber of deputies and the senate, sitting separately, Limits on 
make up the Irish parliament. They are the lawmaking organs of orthe'^rish 
the Irish Free State. But their legislative powers are not unlimited. 

The treaty of 1921 provides, for example, that the Irish army shall 

^ Amendment VII. 
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not be increased, in proportion to the Irish population, beyond the 
ratio which the British army bears to the population of Great 
Britain. It also provides that in time of war or of strained relations 
with a foreign power, the British government may take over any 
Irish harbor for defense purposes. Finally, it stipulates that every 
member of the Irish parliament shall take an oath of allegiance to 
the British king. This last-named requirement has been the basis 
of continual protest on the part of the republicans. 

As regards all other matters of purely Irish concern, however, 
the parliament of the Free State is free to legislate as it pleases. 
The two chambers of this parliament ordinarily concur in the 
making of laws, but their powers are not equal. In the matter of 
money bills the chamber has exclusive authority.^ Every money 
bill, nevertheless, is sent to the senate after passing the chamber, 
and the senate may make recommendations. Within fourteen 
days it must be returned to the chamber, which may then pass the 
bill accepting or rejecting any or all of the senate^s recommenda- 
tions,^^ whereupon it becomes a law. But while the chamber has 
the sole initiative in money bills, it is restricted by the old English 
rule that no money shall be voted unless the purpose of the appro- 
priation has in the same session been recommended by a message 
from the representative of the crown, acting on the advice of the 
executive council.^ Furthermore the chamber, to ensure that no 
money is spent without its approval, appoints a comptroller and 
auditor-general who audits all accounts and makes a periodical 
report. He cannot be removed except for stated misbehavior or 
incapacity, and then only on resolutions passed by both the cham- 
ber and the senate. 

Bills, other than money bills, may be originated in either House. 
When passed by one they are sent to the other and may be amended 
at will. But in all cases of disagreement between the two houses, 
the will of the chamber ultimately prevails. If the chamber rejects 
a bill which originated in the senate, that is the end of it. But if 
the senate rejects or adversely amends any ordinary bill which 
originated in the chamber, the measure may be sent a second time 
to the senate after eighteen months, and if the senate does not 

^ The constitution defines what bills shall be deemed “money bills.” In case of 
controversy the matter is referred to a committee consisting of three members of 
the chamber, three members of the senate, with the senior judge of the supreme 
court serving as chairman. 

^ Article 30. See also above, p. 222. 
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.agree to it in sixty days the bill becomes a law. In other wo,rds it 
takes .twenty months to enact a law' when the . senate holds out 
agai,iist it. The Irish senate .is, therefore, like the British House of. 
Lords in that it (1) has no authority as respects money bills, and 
(2) must ultimately give way to the lower chamber on any con- 
troversy over other bills. An interesting provision of the Irish 
constitution is that which stipulates,- however, for a joint .meeting 
of the two houses (on request of the senate) for debating, but not 
voting, upon any measure (other than a money bill) that ma}^ be 
the subject of controversy between the tw-o. When a measure has 
been passed by th.e Irish parliame.nt it goes to the governor-general 
who gives it the royal assent, but he may withhold this assent, if he 
sees fit , until the wfili of the crown can be ascertained. This delaying 
of assent is a means of blocking any measure that might seem to be 
in violation of the Anglo-Irish agreement of 1921. It would prob- 
ably not be used under any other circumstances. 

The original constitution of the Free State made provision for 
the use of the initiative and referendum. It provided that on the 
written request of twm-fifths of the members in the chamber, or a 
majority in the senate, any bill except a money bill or an emer- 
gency measure might be withheld from going into force for ninety 
days. In this interval a referendum could be demanded by one- 
twentieth of the registered voters. The Irish parliament W'as also 
directed by the constitution to arrange that any fifty thousand 
voters might initiate a proposed law and have it submitted at the 
polls. But the referendum clause worked badly because the re- 
publican minority in the chamber made free use of it as a means of 
filibustering to delay or block legislation, while the initiative clause 
was never put Into effect. In 1928, therefore, another constitutional 
amendment struck out the whole initiative and referendum provi- 
sion so far as the enactment of laws are concerned.^ There is now 
no provision for using the statutory initiative and referendum.- 

A word or two ought to be added concerning the organiza- 
tion and procedure of the Irish parliament. The chamber has its 
speaker, as in the House of Commons. Like his prototype at 
Westminster the speaker of the Dail is supposed to be absolutely 
impartial. To encourage this impartiality the Irish constitution 

^ Amendment. X. . 

®The constitution still provides, however, that after 1930 all constitutional 
amendments must be submitted to the voters before becoming effective. 
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now provides that the speaker shall be deemed automatically re- 
elected from his own constituency without being voted on at all. 
His reelection is then made automatic so long as he continues in the 
speaker’s chair. ^ In that way he is divorced from all party obliga- 
tions. The same speaker has been in office since 1922. The work of 
both chambers is done by committees, much as in the British 
parliament, but with a few minor differences. The same distinction 
is made in Dublin, as at Westminster, between public and private 
bills; but in Ireland all private bills must originate in the senate, 
thus saving the time of the senate.^ The s^^stem of provisional 
orders is also used in Ireland, as in England. Debates on the floor 
are generally conducted in English, and often they become quite 
lively, as one might expect. But the Irish language may also be 
used in debate, and official publications are printed in that tongue 
as well as in English. For sentimental reasons the Irish leaders 
have desired to stimulate the revival of their old language and have 
it actually supplant English as the national tongue; but with con- 
ditions as they are in this twentieth century it would seem to be an 
uphill task. 

So much for the Irish parliament, its powers and its organization. 
Next in logical order for consideration comes the structure and 
authority of the executive. Executive authority in the Irish Free 
State is declared to be vested in the king, but provision is made 
that such authority shall be exercisable in accordance with the 
^^law, practice and constitutional usage” governing the exercise 
of the executive authority in the case of the Dominion of Canada, 
by the representative of the crown. ^ In other words the king, on 
the advice of the British prime minister, appoints a governor- 
general to represent the crown in Dublin, and this governor- 
general has exactly the same powers as have been exercised in the 
past by the governor-general in Canada. The provision was phrased 
in this way because the powers of the king’s representative have 
been well-settled by more than a half-century of usage and are now 
not open to controversy. In brief they may be summed up by 
saying that the governor-general in Canada has the same powers 

^ Amendment II. 

^ Cf. above, p. 189. 

Cf. bdow, chap. xix. Notice the correct uses of the terms “the king” and 
“the crown” in this provision. Executive authority is vested in the monarch, but 
it is exercised by the crown (in other words by the king on the advice of the British 
prime minister) through a representative. 
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in .relation to the Canadian parliament that the king possesses, in 
relation to the parliament at, Westminster. .He is to precisely the 
same extent guided by the advice of his, responsible ministers. In 
the treaty of 1921 it was agreed that Southern Ireland should be 
given dominion status/^ and this is the way (by allusion to 
Canada) that the pledge is put into effect. 

The Irish constitution makes provision for a cabinet and for a 
prime ministerj although it does not use either of these terms. It 
calls them executive council, and president of the executive council, 
respectively. The original constitution established a unique and 
peculiar arrangement in the matter of ministerial responsibility, 
by providing that four members of the executive council (it called 
them ministers) should have seats in the chamber but that the 
remaining eight should not be members of either house unless both 
chambers should by legislative act designate a particular minister 
or ministers (not exceeding three) to be placed in the political” 
category along with the four above mentioned. It was thus the 
intent of those who framed the Irish constitution that the executive 
council or ministry should have two cla,sses of members: first, four 
(or possibly seven) political ministers, including the president of 
the council or prime minister, who should be members of the 
chamber and responsible to it, and second, a group of from five to 
eight non-political ministers, who should be chosen from outside the 
chamber’s membership and have no direct responsibility to it. 
Ministerial responsibility, in other v/ords, was to attach to the 
political ministers only. The others were to be a sort of high 
civil service group, chosen for their special administrative quali- 
fications. 

The two groups of ministers were to be chosen in accordance 
with the two conceptions of responsibility. The prime minister 
(or president of the council, as he is called) was to choose his politi- 
cal colleagues, while the non-political members were to be named 
by the chamber itself. According to the constitution they were to be 

generally representative of the Free State as a whole, rather than 
of groups or parties.” Having been chosen by the chamber they 
were not to be removed except for incompetence or misconduct 
even though the party complexion of the chamber should undergo 
a complete change.^ The political ministers, on the other hand, 

^ Although not members of either chamber the non-poUtical ministers were given 
the right to sit and speak (but not to vote) in the Dali, 
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would go out of office whenever they failed to command a majority 
in the chamber. 

This attempt to combine responsibility with permanence, in the 
same ministry, was one of the things that gave the Irish constitu- 
tion of 1922 its academic cast. The idea, of course, was to keep the 
ministry responsible to the chamber in matters of policy, while 
permitting it to include ministers with expert qualifications whose 
tenure would be relatively permanent — after the fashion of the 
ministers in Switzerland where members of the federal council 
do not go out of office on adverse votes of the legislative body.^ 
But hybrids rarely thrive in politics and this combination of 
English and Swiss ministerial usages did not work out very well in 
Ireland. Some of the non-political members, feeling themselves 
secure, began to ciiticise the policies and actions of their chief , the 
prime minister. Cabinet solidarity (which is the essence of the 
cabinet system both in England and in the United States) soon 
went a-glimmering. What Irishmen called “the governments^ 
became a house divided against itself. The result, after a season 
of bickering, was a decision to abolish the bifurcated arrangement, 
which was done by a constitutional amendment in 1927.^ The 
amendment permits the placing of all the ministers in the political 
category if the prime minister so desires. 

The president of the executive council is appointed by the 
governor-general on nomination of the chamber. In other words he 
is the leader of the majority party in the chamber. So his method 
of selection corresponds in general to that of the prime minister in 
England. Thus the Irish system of ministerial government has 
been approximated to that of England. The same is true of the 
civil service. In 1924 the Free State parliament established a civil 
service commission with the duty of holding competitive examina- 
tions and certifying all candidates for subordinate positions. The 
rates of pay in the government service, and the conditions of work, 
are not fixed by this commission, however, but by the minister of 
finance who is the Irish counterpart of the English chancellor of 
the exchequer. 

The judicial system of the Irish Free State, in accordance with 
the constitution, consists of lower courts, a high court, and a 
supreme court. All judges are appointed by the governor-general 

^ SeQ below, oh, x^idiL 

“ Amendment V* 
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on the adviee of ■ the executive council ' The Irish constitution 
makes no provision for the popular election of Judges. Judges are 
appointed without limit of time and are not removable before the 
retiring-age except b}?' resolution of both the chamber and senate, 
and then only on charges. Their salaries may not be diminished 
during ' their continuance in office. The supreme court has final 
Jurisdiction in all cases save those in which an appeal may be taken 
to the judicial committee of the privy council in England.^ The 
high court, with an appeal to the Irish supreme court, may declare 
any law of the Irish parliament to be unconstitutional This pro- 
vision was not taken from the United States. The same procedure 
exists in all the British dominions. 

There are three political parties in Ireland. The Free State 
party, which has been in power since 1922, stands pledged to uphold 
the Anglo-Irish treaty and the constitution. The Labor party has 
also accepted the treaty and the constitution. But the Republicans, 
under the leadership of De Valera, are unreconciled to both. They 
continue to demand the establishment of an Irish Republic, wholly 
independent of the British commonwealth of nations. For a time 
some of the elected Republicans or Sinn Feiners refused to take 
their seats in the Bail because this necessitated swearing allegiance 
to the king, but they have now adopted the practice of taking the 
oath — with mental reservations. At the last election the Repub- 
licans gained considerably. If they should get control of the Bail 
they would probably press for a revision of the Anglo-Irish treaty 
and thus revive some of the old friction. 

The majority of the Irish people have accepted the Free State 
because it seemed to be the only practicable alternative to a con- 
tinuance of warfare, disorder, and demoralization. It appealed to 
them as an expedient, not as an ideal. It appealed to the heads, not 
to the hearts, of Irishmen. Under such conditions it would be folly 
for anyone to venture a prediction as to what the future may bring 
forth.' ' 

Local government in Ireland continues for the most part as it 
was before 1922. There are thirty-three administrative counties, 
each with its own elective county councils. The cities (or boroughs) 
have much the same organization as in England, but the minister 
of local government has been given power to dismiss county or 
city councils from oflS.ce and replace them by appointive commis- 

^ See a6o'iJe, p. 282. 
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sioiiers. This has been done in some instances, notably in Dublin 
and in Cork. The most interesting (and significant) feature of the 
Free State local administrative system is the power of the central 
government to select all the paid officials who are employed by 
the counties and cities. This is done through a local appointments 
commission Avhich sits in Dublin.^ This commission prescribes the 
qualifications and holds the competitive examinations. The final 
selections are made by it, without giving the local governments any 
share in the matter. And after an, appointment is made the local 
authorities cannot dismiss an official although he is paid out of 
the local treasury. He can only be dismissed by action of the Free 
State ministry. This represents an extraordinary centralization 
of the appointing and removing power. It is the absolute negation 
of municipal home rule — and in Ireland, of all places. Whether 
such a system can long be maintained is questionable. Whether it 
will conduce to the development of a true sense of civic responsi- 
bility in local government is even more questionable. 

By the treaty of 1921 the six northern counties of Ireland were 
given the option of joining the Free State or of continuing their 
separate government under the Act of 1920. They chose the latter 
alternative. Northern Ireland has her own parliament, with a 
senate and a House of Commons, a cabinet and a governor. Mem- 
bers of the House are elected by the people from single-member 
districts. The senators are chosen by the House for eight-year 
terms. When disagreement arises between the two chambers over 
a non-financial bill, the measure goes over until the next session. 
Then, if the disagreement persists, a joint sitting is held and the 
matter voted upon. In the case of money bills the senate can re- 
ject but is not permitted to amend. If it rejects a money bill, 
however, a joint sitting can be required at once, without waiting 
till the next session. The governor of Northern Ireland is appointed 
by the crown but is bound by the advice of his ministers, as in the 
other dominions. The ministers, in turn, are responsible to the 
House. Northern Ireland continues to be represented in the British 
House of Commons as before the treaty. 

The six northern counties constitute nearly the whole of the 
province of Ulster and have formed the most prosperous portion of 
Ireland. They occupy an area less than half the size of Maryland, 

^ It has three members, viz., the secretaries of the finance, education, and local 
f!;overiinient departments in the Free State executive. 
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witli a population of about' a million- and a, quarter. Belfast is 
the capital. Northern Ireland differs in religious affiliation from the 
rest of Ireland^ and that is the chief reason why one small island 
seems to require two, separate governments. 


There are many political histories of Ireland. The most useful for 
the general student are P. W, Joyce, C 071 cm History of Ireland (London, 
1914); W. OD. Alorris, Heland 1494.-1906 (Gamb ridge, England, 1909) ; 
and S. Gwynn, The .History of Helmid (London, 1922). Attention should 
also be called to E. R. Turner’s Ireland and England (New York, 1919) 
which contains a very good bibliography. 

On the home rule movement there is P. G. Cambray’s Irish Affairs and 
the Home Rule Question (London, 1911) which is written from tlie Unionist 
point of view, and S. G. Hobson, Irish Home Rule (London, 1912) which is 
strongly Nationalist in tone. F. H. O’Donnell, History of the Irish Parlia- 
n7mtary Party (2 vols., London, 1910) is a full and trustworthy recital. 
The Sinn Fein movement is described in R. M. Henry, The Evolution of 
Sinn Fein (London, 1920), and the Easter insurrection in John F. Boyle’s 
Iiish Rebellion of 1916 (London, 1916). A much more impersonal volume 
is The Revolution in Ir eland y 1906-1923 ^ by Professor W. Alison Phillips 
(London, 1924). The most useful books on the Irish constitution are 
Darrell Figgis, The Irish Constitution (Dublin, 1922); S. Gwynn, The Irish 
Free State, 1922-1927 (London, 1929) ; and J. G. S. McNeill, Studies in the 
Conslitidion of the Irish Free State (Dublin, 1925). 

The government of Northern Ireland is described in A. S. Queckett, 
The Constitution of Northern 1 7'eland{Beihst, 1928), 
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THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 

There never has been anything so extraordinary under the sun as the con- 
quest and still more the government of India by the English; nothing which 
from all points of the globe so much attracts the eyes of mankind. — Alexis de 
TocquemMe. 

The successful administration of the Indian Empire by the English has been 
one of the most notable and admirable achievements of the white race during 
the last two cmtimes,'— 'Theodore Roosevelt, 

India is the vast and varied Italy of the Asiatic continent, a 
great peninsula fenced on the north by towering mountains, but 
protruding far southward into the tropical seas. To Europeans of 
the middle ages it was dimly known as a far-away land, renowned 
for the spices and other costly commodities which it supplied. 
When Englishmen, during the sixteenth century, began to take an 
interest in India, the peninsula was a hopeless jumble of diverse 
native governments, races, religions, and languages. The Great 
Mogul, at Delhi, was nominally overlord of them all; but his au- 
thority did not count for much outside a relatively small area. 
The extensive Mogul empire had become disintegrated into the 
Mahratta states, the Moslem kingdoms of Oudh and Bengal, the 
Rajput principalities, and the territory of the Sikhs. A score of 
kingdoms, principalities, and small native states covered the rest 
of the territory, India, in 1600, was like continental Europe 
at the same epoch, a chaos of political rivalries, big and little, 
with endless quarrels going on and no outstanding rulership. This 
must be kept in mind if one is to understand the ease with which 
the English brought the country under their sway. 

England's interest in India dates from the chartering of the 
East India Company, a body of commercial adventurers desiring 
to trade with the Orient. This company, in 1600, was given wide 
powers, including the right to acquire territory and to make regula- 
tions for the government of such acquisitions. Although its chief 
activities were commercial, the East India Company soon found it 
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desirable to secure, by purchase from the native potentates, various 
tracts of land immediately surrounding its trading posts or ^fac- 
tories. These land holdings were gradually extended by further 
treaties and purchases until the company became the owner of 
large territories in which it set up its own civil government. The 
East Indian trade turned out to be very profitable and in some 
years yielded dividends of one hundred per cent, hence the com- 
pany’s operations were rapidly extended to many parts of the pen- 
insula. Large stores of valuable merchandise were concentrated at 
various points and had to be protected. The native chiefs could 
not guarantee this protection, so the company inaugurated the 
policy of maintaining, at each of its posts, a small garrison of 
Englishmen, drilled and officered in military fashion. And with the 
rapid increase in the number of trading posts these garrisons even- 
tually gave the company control of a sizeable army. 

In due course, however, rival exploiters of the trade came into 
the field, more particularly the French East India Company which 
was organized in 1664. This company also established trading 
posts and warehouses in India, sometimes not far from the English 
settlements. Similarly the French entered into negotiations with 
the native rulers and secured control over various tracts of terri- 
tory. Like the English, moreover, they stationed garrisons to pro- 
tect their trading operations. But this policy of keeping constabu- 
laries in India proved rather expensive and after a while both 
companies found it cheaper to hire and train native troops. They 
found that these natives made good soldiers when drilled and com- 
manded by European officers. 

In this respect the native races in India differed from those of 
North America. The brown man was amenable to military dis- 
cipline, the red man was not. Although both the French and the 
English tried to drill their respective allies in the French and 
Indian wars, they never met with much success. The North 
American Indian could not be persuaded to fight in European 
fashion. Given a musket, he fought as with bow and arrow, skulk- 
ing behind trees and barricades. He would not march in column 
of squads or deploy into line when the enemy appeared. But the 
natives of India were ready to do it. What is more, they were 
willing to do it for half the pay that Europeans demanded. 

So both the English and French East India companies presently 
had native armies on their pay roils. And these armies had to have 
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something to do. Mercenaries are unprofitable unless they are kept 
employed. Opportunities for trouble, moreover, were right at 
hand, for the native rajahs were almost constantly at war with 
one another, and they naturally tried to drag the commercial 
companies into their comic opera warfare. To this end, when two 
rajahs came to blows, they would each make overtures to the Eng- 
lish and French companies for alliances and help, offering grants of 
more land, privileges, and all sorts of concessions in return. 

In this way the two companies were led into intrigues, secret 
treaties, alliances, and finally into open warfare. If the English 
supported one claimant to a native throne, the French, by sheer 
force of self-interest, felt obliged to support his rival. Thus it 
came to pass that English and French officers were leading com- 
pany troops against each other under the flags of their respective 
countries, although England and France were supposedly at peace. 
Had India been a nation, a united country, with a strong central 
government, this condition of affairs would never have been tol- 
erated; but there was neither unity nor consciousness of national- 
ism. So the whole peninsula became a cockpit in which two Euro- 
pean commercial companies fought their duel for supremacy. When 
the combat thickened these companies drew their respective 
governments in, and eventually the Anglo-French conflict of 
1753-1761 became a war of almost world-wide dimensions. French 
and British armies battled in India, in Europe, and in America 
as well. 

The issue, so far as concerned India, was decisively settled in 
this war. England, holding control of the seas, was able to support 
and reinforce her troops, while the French were not able to do 
either. This was a handicap that the French could not overcome, 
and by the Treaty of Paris (1763) they were forced to withdraw 
from India, reserving only a small tract of land at Pondichery. 
The British East India Company, meamvhile, clinched its hold 
upon the country by reducing the more powerful native rulers to 
subjection. The Great Mogul at Delhi became its vassal. It 
deposed other native potentates and installed rulers of its own 
choice. Before long it acquired the right to collect the taxes and 
to administer justice throughout the whole area of Bengal. Thus 
the Great Company moved from commerce to government. From 
a huckster in spices and dyes, it became a trafficker in revenues, 
territories, thrones, and destinies. 
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Up to this point the British government had assumed no direct 
share in the administration of the East Indian territory. It had 
merely given military aid to the company as part of its own war 
against France. But the powers and jurisdiction of the British 
East India Company were now so extensive that some supervision 
by parliament seemed to be necessary. It is always unwise to 
leave the functions of trader and ruler unreservedly in the same 
bands without supervision. In that case the amount of profit is 
apt to be the only criterion of good government. The operations of 
the British in India, during the years immediately following the 
expulsion of the French, illustrated how oppressive such an al- 
liance between commerce and government can be, for the East 
India Company soon turned the civil administration into a mere 
agency for the earning of dividends. Its officials levied indemnities 
and fines at discretion, piled up wealth for themselves, came back 
to England and bought seats in the House of Commons from the 
owners of pocket boroughs.^ 

There, in the heat of partisan zeal, they often shocked the 
conscience of the country by showering accusations of extortion 
and brutality upon one another. By these and other tales of cor- 
ruption the public conscience in England was aroused and in 1776 
parliament passed a general statute known as the Regulating Act 
which provided that a governor-general, appointed by the crown, 
should be stationed at Calcutta with an appointive council to 
assist him. The governor and his councillors were to supervise 
the political administration of the territories within the company's 
jurisdiction, while the company’s own board of directors was left 
in charge of commercial and financial matters. Warren Hastings 
became the first governor-general under the provisions of this 
Act. 

But the provisions of the Regulating Act were not found to be 
altogether satisfactory, for the respective powers of the two author- 
ities were not clearly defined, and much friction between the com- 
pany and the governor-general resulted. Eventually Hastings was 
recalled and impeached before the House of Lords; but he was not 

^ See above, pp. 134-135. Readers of Thackeray will recall his exaggerated deserip- 
tion of the typical nabob “ who purchased the estates of broken-down English gentle- 
men with rupees tortured out of bleeding rajahs, who smoked a hookah in public, 
and in private carried about a guilty conscience, diamonds of untold value, and a 
diseased liver: who had a vulgar wife with a retinue of black servants whom she 
maltreated.*’ 
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convicted. The historian Macaulay, in what is perhaps the finest 
essay ever written by an Englishman, has vividly described the 
proceedings. The root of the trouble lay in an unw^orkable statute. 
The dual plan of royal and company government would not func- 
tion. There was nothing to do but abandon it, which parliament 
did by the passage of Pitt's India Act in 1784. This statute estab- 
lished in London a board of control consisting of several privy 
councillors with a president who eventually became secretary of 
state for India, It provided that all the operations of the East 
India Company should be under the supervision of this board. 
Thus it established the complete supremacy of the crown in India. 
The office of governor-general was retained, but in order to avoid 
friction the appointment was now vested in the hands of the 
company. The company, in other words, was to govern India but 
must do its governing under the scrutiny of a board which was 
appointed by the crown and responsible to parliament. 

This system of administration turned out to be an improvement. 
It stood the strain of the Napoleonic wars during which the French 
attempted to regain a footing in India, and with some changes it 
w^as continued down to the middle of the nineteenth century, 
during which time large additions to the British territories in India 
were made. The authority of the native rulers was gradually re- 
duced, or even extinguished, in favor of British jurisdiction. India 
seemed to be prospering under the rule of John Company." But 
in the teeming lands of the Orient the superficial appearances are 
often deceptive, and there was more resentment brewing in India 
than the English officials realized. The Sepoys, in particular, had 
not resigned themselves to British suzerainty, and their leaders 
only awaited a fair opportunity to throw it off. 

So the mutiny of 1857 came as a great surprise. It caught the 
company unawares. The English, as it now appeared, had built up 
a formidable engine of revolt through their policy of maintaining 
large bodies of Sepoy troops, armed and drilled in European fash- 
ion, with English officers in command. It is never safe to arm a 
people wffiom you desire to hold in subjection. Particularly it is 
unsafe to give them control of strategical positions as the English 
did in India prior to 1857. 

A small spark will touch off an explosion when enough combus- 
tible vapor is at hand. The Indian mutiny was fired by an episode 
of almost ludicrous inconsequence. This is the story in brief: 
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The Enfield cartridges used by the Sepoy troops in their target 

practice were supplied from England. To protect them from damp- 
ness on the voyage they were enclosed in paper greased with animal 
fat. Before putting the cartridge in his rifle at target practice the 

native soldier was supposed to bite off this cover. Now it happens 

that to the Hindu the cow is a sacred animal, and to the Moham- 
medan the pig is unclean. So, no matter what the soldier’s religion, 

it was not difficult to convince him that by using greased cartridges 

the English were provoking a sacrilege. Agitators soon convinced 

the troops that the destruction of their ancient faith was the chief 

design of the whole procedure and the mutiny burst like a flash. 

On a given signal whole regiments mutinied, shot their officers, and 
lan aniuck. The restoration of the Mogul empire was proclaimed. 

The rising spread quickly from garrison to garrison, and many 
Biitish civilians as well as officers were massacred. 

For a time it looked as though the day of European rule in India its suppres- 
had come to an end. Fortunately for the English, however, the 

mutiny did not spread throughout the whole country. India is too 

vast and too diversified an area to unite in a common cause and 

the mutiny was for the most part localized in the northwest prov- 
inces. Fortunately, also, an English military expedition was on its 

way to engage in war with China. The British government 
promptly called off the Chinese war, sent a fast vessel to intercept 
the transports, and diverted them to India. After some anxious 
months, and with much hard fighting, the mutiny was suppressed. 

When the trouble was over, public opinion in England insisted Finding a 
on finding a scapegoat, as it does after all such mishaps. Every- 
body hastened to put the blame on the company. The existing 
scheme of government in India was assailed by all parties be- 
cause it involved a delegation of political authority to a profit- 
making corporation. People forgot, for the moment, that the 
company had built up a great empire from the nucleus of a few 
trading posts, that it had been governing this territory for seventy 
years under royal supervision, and that there was a credit as well 
as a debit side to its ledger. But the people of England were in no 
mood to accept alibis or explanations. They demanded that the 
whole system of British control over India be reconstructed. 

Parliament bowed to the clamor. It decreed that the East India 
Company at once should surrender its political powers and go out 
of existence. 
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In 1858, therefore, the whole territory passed under the direct 
control of the crown. ^ India was henceforth to be governed by a 
viceroy appointed on the advice of the English cabinet. Provision 
was also made for continuing the secretary of state for India, with 
rank as a member of the ministry. The secretary of state was to be 
assisted by a council of fifteen members, of whom the majority 
were to be pemons who had lived in India. This Council for India 
was to hold its sessions in London. The Indian budget was to be 
voted by parliament. As for the East India Company, it was given 
a term of years in which to fit its commercial operations into the 
new political order. As a promoter of commerce it had been a 
huge success in its day, but the governmental responsibilities had 
become too big for any company to carry. 

India was governed under the Act of 1858 for a little over fifty 
years. The secretary for India served as a link between the crown 
and parliament on the one hand, between England and India on 
the other. His powers were limited, to some extent, by the necessity 
of acting in accord with the Council for India, of which he was the 
presiding officer. In India a viceroy, appointed for a five-year term 
by the crown on the advice of the prime minister, was the head of 
the administration. He represented the Emperor of India, that is, 
the British monarch as emperor. He was assisted by two councils, 
one executive and the other legislative. All the members of the 
executive council were Englishmen, but the legislative council 
contained some natives. The legislative council had authority 
to make laws for India, but all its actions were subject to the 
ultimate legislative power of the British government. 

Under this scheme of government India came down into the 
twentieth century. A native population of nearty three hundred 
millions allowed itself to be ruled by a few thousand English- 
men. The rest of the world wondered why. There were two rea- 
sons — the complete lack of unity among the people of India and the 
adroitness of the English rulers. They were wise enough to refrain 
from interfering with the social and religious customs of the people. 
The country, during these fifty years, gave the English no serious 
trouble. Nevertheless there gradually developed, especially among 
the educated classes, a strong feeling that India ought to have a 
larger measure of self-determination. 

^ It was not until 1877, however, that Queen Victoria was proclaimed Empress 
of India. 
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The reasons for this are self-evident, or ought to be. They are The reasons 
part of an old drama that has been played on the frontiers of -j 

^ eivilization many a time. No scheme of government, however ' 

enlightened, altruistic, or benevolent, has any chance of proving 
satisfactory to all concerned unless it is founded upon the consent 
of the governed. The world has seen that axiom exemplified a 
hundred times. White men, at various stages in history, have 
undertaken to govern “ backward I’aces of black, brown, and 
I,, yellow men for their own good; but if they have ever been thanked 

for it the chronicles of colonial history do not record the fact. ;; 

Government by the best people is not necessarily the best govern- f 

ment. As between crude misgovernment by themselves, and the 
most enlightened administration by strangers, human beings never 
hesitate to choose the former. 

At any rate the desire for self-government became more articu- India dur- j 
late during the closing years of the nineteenth century. It found world war. 
expression through the Indian National Congress, an unofficial 
body of delegates collected from all parts of the country and as- 
suming to represent the general opinions of the people. India, 
like Ireland, was fostering a home rule movement. But it made | 

little real progress until after the world war. India might have 
given England a lot of trouble during this conflict, but the country 
remained loyal in spite of German predictions that it would flame 
into revolt. Not only that — India actually contributed a large 
expeditionary force to aid the Allied cause. This imperial patriotism 
naturally made a favorable impression in England and gave rise 
to a feeling that India ought to be rewarded by a substantial grant 
of self-government. 

Accordingly, in 1917, the secretary of state for India was sent The Gov- 
to Calcutta where he and the viceroy agreed upon a project which india^Act^ 
they embodied in the Montagu-Chelmsford report.^ On the basis 
of this report the British government then prepared the draft of a 
comprehensive home rule measure which passed parliament in 
^ 1919 as the Government of India Act.^ 

This Act still forms the constitution of India. It entirely re- 

^ Mr. IMontagu was secretary of state and Lord Chelmsford was viceroy. This 
UepoH on Indian Constitutional Reforms was issued as a public document (Cd. 9109) 
in 1918. A discussion of it may be found in E. M. Sait and D. P. Barrows, British 
Politics in Transition (1925), chap. viii. 

^ It received the royal assent on December 23, 1919. The first elections in India 
were held in November, 1920, and the new central government in India was in- 
augurated in the early months of 1921. 
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constructed the internal government of the country but it did not 
make much change in the agencies of British control. The king 
remains Emperor of India, as under the old order; the secretary 
of state for India continues to be a member of the British ministry, 
and serves as the connecting link between the two governments.^ 
The Council for India is somewhat reduced in size, and provision 
is made that it must contain three Indian members, but its ad- 
visory functions remain unaltered. In the British parliament a 
standing committee on Indian affairs has been established, and 
to this committee all proposals of legislation relating to India are 
first referred. India also maintains, at her own expense, a high 
commissioner in London. 

The viceroy, or governor-general of India, continues to be 
appointed by the crown, on the advice of the British prime minis- 
ter, for a five-year term.^ He is assisted by an executive council or 
ministry appointed by the crown on his recommendation. Three 
councillors out of the eight must be natives of India. All the mem- 
bers of this council are then nominated by the vicero}^ to seats in 
one or the other of the two legislative chambers. Official acts of the 
governor-general are performed in accordance with the counciFs 
advice although in certain contingencies he may act on his own 
responsibility. The Act of 1919 does not specify that the mem- 
bers of the council shall be responsible to the' Indian parliament 
for the advice which they give the governor-general; and in 
fact it is well understood that the council cannot be overthrown 
by an adverse vote of the legislature. The governor-general, 
moreover, may override the action of the legislature in an 
emergency by formally certifying that any legal provision or 
item of expenditure is essential to the welfare of India. When he 
so certifies, his action acquires the force of law. Furthermore, the 
governor-general has the right, in emergencies, to issue ordinances 
which do not require the concurrence of the legislature. These 
ordinances hold for six months only, but they may be reissued. 


1 Down to 1919 the salary of the secretary of state for India had been charged to 
the Indian budget. This salary is now paid by the British treasury, thereby remov- 
ing a grievance of long standing. 

2 The crown also appoints the commander-in-chief, the judges of the high court, 
and various other high officials. Many of these higher positions and most of the 
lower ones are held by natives of India, Officials and employees of all grades in 
India number more than a million and a half, of whom fewer than 10,000 are English- 
men. The Indian civil service is recruited by competitive examination. Large 
numbers of educated East Indians have entered the service in this way. 
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Finally, the assent of the legislature is not required in the case 
of army expenditures, which form a large part of the Indian 
budget. 

So the Act of 1919 did not establish responsible government in There is no 
India or place the country on a dominion status.^^ It did not put Uve Tespon- 
the viceroy of India on the same plane of responsibility as the 
governor-general of Canada or Australia. The framers of the Act 
had to face the probability of deadlocks between the executive 
and the legislative branches of the government in India. They 
decided that the executive, in such cases, should have power to 
make its will prevail, — in other words that the British govern- 
ment should have the last word, for the governor-general acts on 
instructions from his superiors at home. Nevertheless the new 
arrangements marked a decided advance upon the old. They gave 
India a good deal more than Ireland had before the war. But the 
concessions were far from satisfying the country, as will be seen 
presently. 

The Indian legislature or parliament meets at Delhi. ^ It consists The parlia- 
of two chambers, a council of state and a legislative assembly, 

The former contains not more than sixty members, of whom not 
more than twenty are ex-ofScio members, that is, they sit in the 
council of state by reason of their holding certain administrative 
offices. The remaining members are elected. The legislative as- 
sembly has a membership of one hundred and forty, of whom one 
hundred are elective, while the remainder are either ex-officio or 
appointive members. The appointive members are named by the 
governor-general who is supposed to use his appointing power in 
such a way as to give representation to whatever important in- 
terests have not obtained it at the elections. The Indian legislature is 
authorized, howwer, to increase the membership of either chamber 
by law, and to vary the ratio of elective to non-elective members, 
so long as at least five-sevenths of the membership is kept elective. 

Bills may be introduced in either chamber but require the con- its proced- 
currence of both before they are passed. If, however, the legisla- 
ture fails to make provisions for essential expenditures, or to pass 
necessary laws, the governor-general may act on his own authority. 

The normal life of the council of state is fixed at five years, while 
that of the assembly is three years; but the governor-general may 
under certain circumstances shorten or lengthen these terms. 

^ During the summer months the seat of governmeixt is moved to Simla. 
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By whom are the elective members of the Indian parliament 
chosen? The suffrage is a rather complicated affair. Prior to 1919 
the elective members of the old legislative council were chosen by 
a complicated scheme of indirect election. This has now been 
abolished, and the individual voter chooses his representatives 
directly. But the qualifications for voting are not the same at all 
elections; on the contrary there are three different voters’ lists, 
one for electing members of the council of state, another for the 
legislative assembly, and a third for the legislatures of the various 
provinces. Each list is based upon the ownership or occupancy of 
property, or the payment of taxes, or the prior tenure of certain 
designated offices. The differences are chiefly in the amount of 
property or taxes required to qualify, the amount being lowest in 
the case of the provincial lists. It is somewhat higher for elections 
to the legislative assembly, and highest of all in the case of lists 
used for the council of state. ^ Women are allowed to vote on the 
same terms as men, but this concession is little more than a gesture 
because women in India hardly ever own property in their own 
right. Illiteracy is not a bar to voting and it is estimated that a 
majority of the registered voters for provincial elections are un- 
able to read or write. 

Under these arrangements more than six million persons are 
qualified to vote at provincial elections, or about ten per cent 
of the adult male population. A little over one million names are 
on the voters’ lists for the legislative assembly, but fewer than 
thirty-three thousand are enrolled for council of state elections. 
It will be seen, therefore, that the Act of 1919 stopped a long 
way short of establishing universal suffrage in India. Universal 
suffrage would provide India with at least a hundred million voters. 
On the other hand the placing of ballots in the hands of even six 
million people represents a considerable step toward the establish- 
ment of popular government. The proportion of voters to pop- 
ulation in India to-day is larger than it was in England a hundred 
years ago. It may be taken for granted moreover, that the present 
suffrage will be widened as time goes on. 

^ To set forth the Tarious requirements would take more space than can be af- 
forded in this book, for not only do they differ in the three classes of eiections but 
a distinction is also made between the requirements in urban and in rural constitu- 
encies. A table showing the various requirements may be found in E. A. Horne, 
The Political System of British India (London, 1922), p. 109. A full discussion of 
the suffrage requirements may also be found in the Report of the Indian Statutory 
Commission (2 vols., London, 1930), especially VoL I, pp. 190 ff. 
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The constitution of 1919 assigns to the government of India a 
wide range of powers, including provision for defense, foreign 
affairs, relations with native states, railways and shipping, post 
offices and telegraphs, currency and coinage, customs and com- 
merce, together with civil and criminal law. In addition, the cen- 
tral government has authority in all other matters which have 
not been expressly assigned to the provincial administrations. 
Provision is made, however, for the shifting of jurisdiction from one 
government to the others and vice versa. With the assent of the 
governor-general the central government may assume any func- 
tion which the Act has conferred on the provincial authorities, 
and with the same sanction the latter may invade the field of juris- 
diction which has been given to the central government. Thus the 
division of powers has not been made hard and fast. 

Experience in self-government is best acquired in the lower 
ranges of a political system — in the provinces, districts, towns, 
and villages. Men must learn to be faithful over a few things be- 
fore the}?’ can safely be made rulers over many. Hence it is unwise 
to begin by infusing a homeopathic dose of democracy into the 
national government; a better plan is to teach an untutored people 
the art of free government by giving them, first of all, a liberal 
measure of control over their own neighborhood affairs. This lesson 
of political experience was respected by the British parliament in 
framing the Act of 1919. It explains why this measure gives a 
larger modicum of home rule to the provinces than it gives to India 
as a whole. ^ There are fifteen of these governments in India of 
which nine are under governors and six under chief commissioners.- 

The distribution of powers between the central and provincial 
governments gave the framers of the constitution much difficulty, 
but the problem was finally settled in an ingenuous way. A dis- 
tinction is first made between central subjects and 'provincial sub- 
jects. Broadh?- speaking all matters of local scope are listed as 

^ The Act of 1919 contained only the statutory framework of India’s new con- 
stitution. It left a great mass of detail, including such matters as the definite alloca- 
tion of duties among the various authorities, to be dealt with by Devolution Eules. 
These rules were to be made by the central government in India with the approval 
of the British authorities. They were so made and were then ratified by resolutions 
in the House of Commons and House of Lords, in this way being given the force 
of law. 

2 These are the presidencies of Madras, Bombay, and Bengal; the United Prov- 
inces, the Punjab, Behar, and Orissa, the Central Provinces, Assam, and Burma. 
Under chief commissioners are the Northwest Frontier Province, British Baluchi- 
stan, Delhi, x4jmer-Merwara, Coorg, and the Andaman and Nicobar islands. 


Powers of 
the central 
govern- 
ment. 


The provin- 
cial govern- 
ments. 


The distri- 
bution of 
central and 
provincial 
powers. 


348 


GREAT BRITAIN 


provincial subjects and are to be dealt with by the provincial 
authorities. The most important central subjects are national 
defense, foreign relations, relations with the native states, rail- 
ways, the coinage, customs and certain other sources of revenue, 
criminal law and procedure, and *^all matters not specifically de- 
clared to be provincial subjects.^^ The residuum of power rests, 
therefore, with the central government and not with the provinces 
—which is the reverse of the arrangement made by the constitution 
of the United States. 

But the classification of powers does not stop here. Provincial 
powers are further divided into transferred matters and reserved 
matters. With respect to the transferred fields of jurisdiction 
(which include education, sanitation, public health, agricultural 
and industrial development, roads, public buildings, and local 
government), neither the British government nor the central gov- 
ernment of India has any right to interfere except in certain cases 
of emergency. So far as these matters are concerned, therefore, 
the provinces of India are virtually endowed with home rule. But 
with reference to the reserved subjects, among which the most 
important are the administration of justice and the control of 
police, the provincial governments remain under direct supervision 
of the central authorities at Delhi. It is the expectation, of course, 
that these reserved fields of jurisdiction will gradually be turned 
over to the provinces if they show themselves capable of handling 
them. 

How this This distinction between transferred and reserved jurisdiction 
somewhat complicates the structure of the provincial govern- 
ments. The administration of each province is in the hands of 
a provincial governor, appointed by the crown on the advice of 
the secretary of state for India. The governor is assisted by 
an executive council, usually of four members, similarly appointed. 
All reserved matters are dealt with by the governor and his council 
alone. For their actions in this field they are responsible only to 
the provincial legislature. But the provincial governor is also 
assisted by ministers (usually two or three of them), who are 
responsible to the provincial legislature, and as respects all trans- 
ferred subjects the governor must be guided by the advice of these 
ministers unless he sees sufficient cause to dissent from their 
opinion.^^ Much may be made of this proviso as a check on the 
supremacy of the provincial legislature, but if governors follow a 
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long-established tradition in British colonial administration they 
will not disregard the advice of their responsible ministers except 
in emergencies. The provincial ministers in India have the same 
rank as members of the executive council; but ministers and execu- 
tive councillors do not sit together as a cabinet. 

This division of jurisdiction, with some of the governors ad- 
visers responsible to the legislature and some not, with one group of 
advisers handling transferred subjects and another group managing 
reserved subjects — this curiously bifurcated form of government is 
known to political scientists as a dyarchy. The word was coined by 
the historian Mommsen to describe the dual government which 
existed in certain provinces of the early Roman empire, where the 
emperor required the concurrence of the Roman senate for some of 
his acts but not for others. As applied to the provinces of India 
this dyarchy is not intended to provide an ideal or permanent 
scheme of administration. It is a compromise between home rule 
in all matters, and home rule in none. It was seized upon as the 
best practicable way of dealing with a difficult problem.^ 

The legislature of each province consists of a single chamber 
containing three classes of members — appointive, official, and elec- 
tive. First, the governor is authorized to appoint a certain number 
of members, the number varying in the different provinces. Second, 
the members of the executive council (usually four) together with 
certain other high administrative officials, have ex-officio seats 
in the provincial legislature. But these two groups taken together 
must not constitute more than thirty per cent of the whole member- 
ship. The third element, constituting at least seventy per cent of 
the legislature, is made up of members elected by the voters who 
are enrolled on the provincial lists. 

Members are elected from both general constituencies and special 
constituencies, and this is also true of elections to the legislative 
assembly of India as a whole. By a general constituency is meant 
all the voters living in a certain geographical area. By a special 
constituency is meant all the voters of a designated race, religion, 
or vocation living in a certain area — ^for example, the Sikhs in the 
Punjab or the non-Brahmins in Madras, or those of a certain eco- 
nomic or educational status — large land holders, owners of fac- 
tories and other industries (through their chambers of commerce 

^ We speak of the Philippines as having a very large measure of home rule, but 
under the Jones Act ail subjects are virtually reserved subjects. 
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and other associations), and graduates of universities. Each univer- 
sity, for example, elects one member to the provincial legislature. 
It is as though the Jews, the Baptists, the Socialists, the tobacco- 
growers, and the factory owners in every American state were each 
allowed one representative for fear that otherwise they would be 
left without any representation at all. 

This arrangement of constituencies, absurd as it may seem, is 
made necessary by the fact that in India the whole social structure 
rests upon caste and religion. The cleavages between the different 
castes and sects are so wide that no candidate who belongs to one of 
them would ever get votes from any other. Moslems will not vote 
for a Hindu candidate no matter what his qualifications may be. 
There is in India no consciousness of a common citizenship which 
transcends all divisions of class and religion. In India it is not “my 
country first,” but my race, my caste, or my religion first. This 
bottomless gulf of distinctions, based on historic differences, is 
something that few outsiders ever appreciate. Democracy postu- 
lates toleration; without it no democratic government can ever 
function. But in India there is no toleration. That is why a minor- 
ity group or sect would get no representation at all unless assured 
of it by some such arrangement as these personal constituencies. 

The constitution of 1919 was a compromise, and as such its pro- 
visions have not satisfied anybody. Many British residents in 
India feel that it transfers too much self-government to a people 
who are not prepared for it. The leaders of the home rule move- 
ment, on the other hand, complain that it does not go far enough. 
They declare that it is merely black despotism painted white, 
that it gives the forms of self-government while withholding the 
substance. Accordingly, when the new government was put into 
operation the nationalist leaders advised their followers to have 
nothing to do with it. They urged the voters to stay away from the 
polls, and large numbers followed their advice. This was part of 
their policy of “non-cooperation.” But India is not so constituted 
that it can do anything unanimously and the advice of the na- 
tionalist leaders was by no means generally followed in all parts 
of the country. 

So the new government began to function with a considerable 
amount of popular support. The Non-Cooperators, on the other 
hand, did not cease their propaganda. On the contrary they wid- 
ened their objective by advocating passive resistance not only in 



politics but in every other field where British interests were con- 
cerned. The people were advised to buy no British-made goods, to 
accept no English money, to leave their taxes unpaid, and ignore 
their British suzerains in every way. The movement found its 
leader in Mahatma Gandhi, a Hindu seer with an aspiration to 
martyrdom. His ideas, a strange mixture of mysticism and materi- 
alism, are rather difficult for any western mind to follow. But mil- 
lions of his fellow Hindus believe in them and their faith has given 
England no easy problem to solve. Passive resistance inevitably 
develops into active; there is no way to prevent its doing so. That 
is what has happened in India, although the disorders have thus 
far been localized. 

Parliamentary leaders in England did not regard the Act of The Simon 
1919 as a definitive solution of the Indian problem. They looked 
upon it as a modus vivendi until more study could be given to the 
situation. The Act provided, in fact, that after ten years a re- 
study of the situation should be made with a view to further 
changes. Accordingly a statutory commission under the chair- 
manship of Sir John Simon was sent out to make inquiry and to 
submit recommendations, which it did in 1930. The report of this 
commission goes fully into all questions connected with the work- 
ings of the present governments in India, both central and pro- 
vincial, and presents a large amount of authoritative data.^ 

The recommendations of the Simon Commission were by no itsrecom- 
means radical. The commission proposed an all-Indian federation 
in which both the provinces and the native states (see p. 352) 
should be joined, each unit in the federation to have a measure of 
self-government according to its capacity. The executive headship i.* Exeeu- 
of the central government, according to the new plan, "would re- ^ ’ 
main in the viceroy who would select and appoint his executive 
councillors with the same qualifications as at present. But the 
commander-in-chief of the British army in India would cease to be 
a member of it and one of the executive councillors would have the 
function of leading the federal assembly, thus becoming a sort of 
prime minister. The viceroy would retain his present emergency 
powers. There must be in India,’^ says the commission, “ apower 
that can step in and save a situation before it is too late. We desire 
to give the fullest scope for self-government, but if there is a break- 
down, then an alternative authority must cooperate unhampered.^’ 

^ Report of the Indian Statutory Commission (2 vols,, London, 1930). 
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As for the Indian parliament the commission recommended that 
the council of state be retained substantially as constituted by 
the Act of 1919 and with the same functions, but that the elective 
members should be chosen by the provincial authorities. The legis- 
lative assembly would henceforth be known as the federal assembly 
and would be reconstituted on a new basis to give representation 
to the various provinces and other areas according to population. 
The defense of India would be taken out of Indian jurisdiction and 
made an imperial responsibility. The viceroy, as representative 
of the imperial authorities, would have full charge of it. 

Most of the changes recommended by the Simon Commission 
relate to the provincial government. The dyarchy would be abol- 
ished. The conduct of provincial administration (without any 
distinction between transferred and reserved subjects) would rest 
with the provincial cabinet, the members of which would be chosen 
by the governor of the province but would have '^joint responsi- 
bility for action and policy.” The ministers would thus be account- 
able to the provincial legislature for their actions in all fields. 
But in the event of an emergency the governor would have power 
to intervene, subject to the direction of the viceroy, regardless of 
the ministers or the legislature. 

The provincial legislatures would be enlarged and the suffrage 
widened. Under the proposed extension the total number of voters 
in provincial elections would be trebled. Certain important minor- 
ities would be protected by reserving them a designated number of 
seats in the provincial legislature. Finally, the provinces would 
be given enlarged financial resources. 

Whether a new constitution for India will be forthcoming as a 
result of these recommendations is for the future to determine. 
The new scheme falls far short of what the Indian Nationalists 
have been demanding. The retention of prsetorian emergency 
powers in the hands of the viceroy and the provincial governors 
is regarded by them as a highly objectionable feature. The Simon 
recommendations go closer to 'Mominion status” than does the 
Act of 1919, but they do not propose to carry India the whole way. 

What has been said concerning the operations of the Act of 1919 
has reference to about two-thirds of India. The rest is not gov- 
erned under this Act but consists of native states, or protected 
states. Some of them are large and important (such as Hyderabad, 
Mysore, Baroda, Gwalior, Indore, Kashmir, etc., as shown on the 
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accompanying map), but most of them are very small. All these 
states remain under native rulers who carry on the government with 
the assistance of a British minister or resident, as he is called. If 
the native ruler conducts his government properly there is very little 
interference with him. On the other hand the British authorities 
have not hesitated to interfere, and even if need be to depose a 
native ruler, if he proves corrupt or incapable. In 1921 there was 
created a Chamber of Princes in which all the major native states 
are individually represented, while the smaller ones have repre- 
sentation by groups. This chamber has no mandatory powers but 
affords a means whereby the native rulers can have matters of 
common interest discussed. Some of the larger states, however, 
have thus far declined to be represented in it. The Simon Com- 
mission has recommended that the native states, as well as the 
provinces, be given representation in the Indian federal assembly. 

The relations of England with India will undergo change as 
time goes on, but it is difficult to predict what direction these 
changes will take. There can be no greater futility than for anyone 
in the Occident to predict what the Orient will do. ^^As far as 
the East is from the West,^’ wrote the Psalmist, and he was right. 
The distance, psychologically speaking, is beyond measurement. 
Great Britain means to do well by India, but this does not mean 
that democratic institutions of the European type ought to be 
bodily transplanted there. The institutions of a country should 
fit the genius of its people. Responsible cabinets, universal suffrage, 
proportional representation, bills of rights, trial by jury, and writs 
of habeas corpus are institutions which have developed among 
Europeans in the temperate zones. It is by no means certain that 
they are well adapted to use in tropical lands. Political democracy 
in the West rests on social democracy, and there is no social de- 
mocracy in India. Can a true democracy be reared upon the caste 
system which exists in India any more than it could be built upon 
the system of privileged orders in France before the Revolution? 

One can do no better, in closing this chapter, than to quote 
from the concluding paragraphs of the Simon Report. ^^No one of 
either race ought to be so foolish as to deny the greatness of the 
contribution which Britain has made to Indian progress. It is not 
racial prejudice, nor imperialistic ambition, nor commercial in- 
terest, which makes us say so plainly. It is a tremendous achieve- 
ment to have brought to the Indian subcontinent and to have 
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applied in practice the conceptions of impartial justice, of the rule 
of law, of respect for equal civic rights without reference to class 
or creed, and of a disinterested and incorruptible civil service. 
These are essential elements in any state which is advancing 
towwds well-ordered self-government. In his heart, even the 
bitterest critic of British administration in India knows that India 
has owed these things mainly to Britain. But, when all this is said, 
it still leaves out of account the condition essential to the peaceful 
advance of India, and Indian statesmanship has now a great part 
to play. Success can only be achieved by sustained good will and 
co-operation, both between the great religious communities of 
India which have so constantly been in conflict, and between 
India and Britain. For the future of India depends on the collabo- 
ration of East and West, and each has much to learn from the 
other. We have grown to understand something of the ideals which 
are inspiring the Indian national movement, and no man who has 
taken part in working the representative institutions of Britain can 
fail to sympathise with the desire of others to secure for their own 
land a similar development. But a constitution is something more 
than a generalisation: it has to present a constructive scheme.*^ 


For historical details the reader may be referred to Sir Alfred LyalFs 
Rise and Expansion of British Dominion in India (London, 1907) ; Sir 
Valentine ChiroFs India, Old and New (New York, 1921); or to Sir Verney 
Lovett’s l7idia (London, 1923) which contains a good bibliography. 
C. M. P. Cross, The Development of Self-Govermnent in India, 1858-1914 
(Chicago, 1923) is an informing book on the period, and also contains a 
bibliography. Two volumes in the Cambridge History of India deal 
exhaustively with BriUsh India, 1497-1858, md The I ndmi Empire, 
1858-1918. Both have elaborate bibliographies. Mention should also be 
made of W. J. A. AvGhhold, Outlines of Indian Constitutional History 
(London, 1926) and of B. K. Thakore, Indian Administration to the Dawn 
of Responsible Government (Bombay, 1926) . 

The best book on the old governmental system is Sir Courtney IlberPs 
Government of India (3rd edition, London, 1915). A supplementary vol- 
ume, bearing the same title, was published in 1922, and another, entitled 
The New Constitution of India, by Sir Courtney Ilbert and Lord Meston, 
in 1923. 

On the political system established by the Act of 1919 there are several 
useful volumes, notably B. G. Sapre, The Growth of the Indian Constitution 
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and Administmtion (Sangli, India, 1924); E. A. Home, The Political 
System of British India (London, 1922); D. N. Banerjee, The Indian Con-- 
stitution aud its Actual Working (London, 1926); and Sir T. B. Sapru, The 
Indian Constitutmi (Madras, 1926). J. Ramsay MacDonaid’s book on 
The Government of India (London, 1919) deals largely with conditions 
prior to the establishment of the new political system, but contains ex- 
cellent chapters on such topics as the protected states, the Indian civil 
service, the administration of justice, and the rise of nationalism. 

On present-day politics and problems, mention may be made of Claude 
H. Van Tyne, India in Ferment (New York, 1923) ; Lajpat Raya, Political 
Future of India (New York, 1919); Lord Curzon, British Government in 
India (London, 1925) ; Sir V. Lovett, A History of the Indian Nationalist 
Movefnent (London, 1920); E. Beran, Thoughts on Indian Discontents 
(London, 1929); M, K. Gandhi, Young India (London, 1927); C. F. 
Andrews, Mahatina Gandhi’s Ideas (London, 1929); and P. P. Pillai, 
Economic Conditions in India (London, 1925). 
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BRITISH DOMINIONS AND COLONIES 

Our hold on the colonies is in the close affection which grows from common 
names, from kindred blood, from similar privileges and from equal protection. 
These are ties which, though light as air, are strong as links of iron . — Edmund 
Burke, 

The wishes, the desires, and the interests of the people of these countries 
must be the dominant factor in settling their future government . — David Lloyd 
George. 

The British empire, or British commonwealth of nations as it 
is now called, comprises more than one-quarter of the land surface 
of the globe. ^ Its area exceeds twelve million square miles. Its 
total population is about four hundred and fifty millions, of which 
India contributes more than two-thirds. Now the entire population 
of the world is estimated to be less than two billions, hence one 
person out of every four on the earth's surface is a British sub- 
ject. In people of European birth or descent, however, the British 
empire makes no such impressive showing, for it contains only 
sixty millions of them, which is about half the population of the 
United States. 

The British commonwealth of nations consists of territories in 
all six continents. In Europe there are the British Isles including 
Ireland, the Isle of Man, and the Channel Islands, together with 
Gibraltar, Malta, and Cyprus. In North America there is the 
Dominion of Canada (with its nine provinces), together with 
Newfoundland, Jamaica, and various other islands in the West 
Indies. In Central and South America there are British Honduras, 
British Guiana, and the Falkland Islands. In Australasia there are 
the Commonwealth of Australia (with its six states), the Dominion 
of New Zealand, the crown colony of New Guinea, and various 
South Pacific islands. In Africa the British territories include not 
only the Union of South Africa (with its four constituent states), 
but Rhodesia, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Gambia, Uganda, Kenya, and 
Zanzibar together with various other colonies, protectorates, and 

1 This excludes, of course, the Arctic and Antarctic regions. 
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mandated territories. The Sudan is nominally under the joint 
control of Great Britain and Egypt, but since 1924 Britain has 
assumed virtually complete jurisdiction over this vast area. 

In Asia the Indian empire, including the protected states, is 
the most important member of the British commonwealth, but 
Ceylon, the Straits Settlements, the Malay States, Sarawak, North 
Borneo, and Hongkong are also included within the list of British 
territories. Palestine and Iraq (Mesopotamia) are likewise, for the 
moment at any rate, under British supervision.^ Egypt, before the 
outbreak of the world war, was technically a part of the Turkish 
empire but virtually under British suzerainty. When the Turks 
cast in their lot with the Germans the British government declared 
a protectorate over Egypt and this status continued until 1922 
when an Anglo-Egyptian agreement conceded to Egypt the rank of 
an independent state, subject to various reservations.^ 

The growth of Greater Britain is one of the epics of history. Nature of 
There is no parallel to it except the expansion of Rome in ancient 
times. Yet the British commonwealth of nations was not planned 
or premeditated; it was accomplished in a prolonged fit of absent- 
mindedness. England expanded without a policy of expansion, 

A commercial and industrial nation by reason of geographical 
good fortune, she naturally became a maritime and naval power. 

Her merchants traded to distant lands; her people made settle- 
ments there; and her navy was able to protect them. It was not 
the British government that created the empire; it was the British 
people. The great exodus of Englishmen was not inspired or en- 
couraged by the government. In English colonization the trader 
and the emigrant went first; the government came lumbering 
along in the rear. Somebody has said that the British empire 
was created by the Irish in order that the English might govern 
it for the benefit of the Scotch. That remark is too bright to be 
literally true, yet it points to the fact that all three races have 
taken a hand in discovering, conquering, governing, and exploiting 
this vast dominion over palm and pine. 

Historically the growth of the overseas empire falls into two The two 
general periods. The first extended from 1600 (when the British fibds S^em* 
East India Company was organized) down to 1783, when the 

^ See below, p. S71, note. 

2 These are only the more important items in the list. The minor ones are also 
shown on the accompanying map. 
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Treaty of Versailles recognized the independence of the United 
States. During this era of nearly two centuries Great Britain 
conquered Canada from France, secured for her traders a free 
hand in India, and founded thirteen colonies along the Atlantic 
seaboard. The loss of these colonies was a seemingly irreparable 
disaster to the imperial cause, but it taught the British govern- 
ment some lessons that proved to be worth the cost. These lessons 
were turned to useful account during the second period (from 
1783 to the present day) in which an even more extensive range of 
territories has been acquired. The later acquisitions have been 
made in a variety of ways — by discovery and colonization (as in 
Australasia), b}^ conquest (as in Africa), and by the peaceful ex- 
pansion of territories in w'^hich a foothold had alread}^- been ac- 
quired (as in Canada and India). The British commonwealth 
of to-day is vaster in extent and more populous than the one which 
was rent asunder by the American Revolution, 

The American Revolution is the most conspicuous landmark in 
the history of Greater Britain. It closed one era and opened an- 
other. It taught the mother country a lesson, as has been said, 
but not the lesson that most Americans would have expected 
England to learn from the happenings of 1776-1783. There is no 
warrant for the hackneyed assertion that the American War of 
Independence impelled Britain to give her remaining colonies a 
full measure of political freedom. The colonies which did not re- 
volt, but remained within the empire, obtained no substantial 
concessions in the way of self-government as an outcome of the 
Revolutionary war. Their political organization stood unaltered; 
their governors continued to be appointed from London and re- 
mained independent of colonial control. No British colony re- 
ceived a full measure of self-government for more than a half- 
century after the founding of the United States. The struggle for 
self-government had to be fought over again, as it was in Canada 
during the years 1835-1840. 

The lesson which Great Britain did learn from her experience 
with the thirteen American colonies, however, was in relation to 
the control of trade. Therein the British authorities rightly in- 
terpreted the underlying causes of the Revolution. It was a series 
of economic grievances that led the American colonists to rebel. 
There were some political grievances also, to be sure, but these 
could probably have been adjusted without resort to hostilities. 
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The American colonies did not, take up. arms because they wanted 
their governors to be responsible to the legislature, or because the 
colonists desired manhood suffrage. They did not endow them- 
selves with these things after the Revolution, What they resented 
above all else was British interference with their trade and eco- 
nomic life. They had no patience with. the doctrine that colonies 
existed for the enrichment of the mother country. The British 
government, when the Revolution was over, appreciated, the force 
of this grievance, and the remaining colonies were treated with a 
new liberality in matters of trade. 

It was in this' sense that the American Revolution paved the 
way for the upbuilding of a new British empire. It sounded the 
death knell of the Navigation Acts. It gave a body blow to the 
v^hole mercantilist doctrine. As between economic self-determina- 
tion and political self-government the former is by far the more 
vital to colonial prosperity, although both logically go together. 
And Great Britain has now given both to those of her dominions 
which seem capable of using their freedom worthily. Canada, 
Newfoundland, Australia, New Zealand, the Irish Free State, 
and South Africa are to all intents self-governing nations. They 
are democratic republics in everything but name. It is hard to 
classify the component parts of the British commonwealth of na- 
tions because it is a loose-jointed affair in which kingdom, empire, 
free state, dominion, commonwealth, union, colony, protectorate, 
protected state, condominion, and mandated territory are pieced 
together without symmetry, system, or apparent cohesion.^ 

Since Roman times the world has never seen such a miscegena- 
tion held together by the bond of a common allegiance. These 
territorial units of government. which make up the British com- 
monwealth are racially as diverse as it is possible for a far-flung 
empire to be. They comprise some great areas with populations 
almost entirely of European birth or descent, such as Canada and 
Australia. In others, such as the Union of South Africa, the domi- 
nant races are of European ancestry, but there is also a large na- 

^ This heterogeneity has seemed to many foreign observers a source of weakness. 
When I was a student at the University of Berlin, three decades ago, I heard a lec- 
ture on the British colonial system by a distinguished German scholar. “The Brit- 
ish empire,” he said, “is held together by a rope of sand. If ever a great war puts 
pressure upon this jerry-built affair, it will collapse with a crash.” How different, 
he explained, from the German empire, with its geographical solidarity and political 
centralization. Nevertheless, when the pressure came it was the German, not the 
British empire that collapsed. 
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tive element. And in the greater portion of the empire the native 
races far outnumber the Europeans. With this polyglot diversity 
in race, language, religion, law, economic interests, and social 
traditions, it is not surprising to find that no two parts of the 
British commonwealth are governed exactly alike. They range all 
the way from dominions with complete self-government to tropical 
colonies with no self-government at all. 

In a broad way, however, all the territories under the British 
flag (apart from the United Kingdom, the Channel Islands, the 
Isle of Man, Ireland, and India) may be arranged into six main 
groups. The first includes the self-governing dominions. There 
was a time when these dominions were officially known as colonies 
but this designation seemed to carry a flavor of subjection and it 
is not now used. The self-governing members of the British com- 
monwealth (apart from the Irish Free State and Northern Ire- 
land) are five in number, namely, Canada, Newfoundland, Aus- 
tralia, New Zealand, and South Africa. To these five we may 
properly add a sixth — Southern Rhodesia, which is virtually self- 
governing. Second there are some territories which have a diarchic 
or semi-autonomous government, that is, self-government with 
some powers reserved. India, as has been shown, is perhaps the 
best example, but Malta is in the same category. 

Third, there are territories without complete self-government 
in any field, their general administration being under the control 
from London. Some of these have colonial legislatures, the upper 
chamber of which is appointive and the lower chamber elective 
(Bermuda, the Bahamas, and Barbados), Some have legisla- 
tive councils of a single chamber in which there are both appoint- 
ive and elective members. In some of the latter (Ceylon, Cyprus, 
and Jamaica) the elective members form a majority; in others 
(Hongkong, Nigeria, Trinidad, etc.) they do not. A few (including 
Gibraltar, Ashanti, and Basutoland) have no legislative coimcils 
at all. All the territories in this third group are sometimes called 
crown colonies but that term is misleading because there are some 
of them (e.g., Bermuda and British Honduras) in which the crown 
does not have power to legislate by order-in-council. 

Fourth come the protectorates such as North Borneo and 
Sarawak which possess internal autonomy but whose foreign af- 
fairs are controlled by Great Britain. In the same category are 
the protected states, especially the protected states in India, which 
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are ostensibly independent and whose government is carried on by 
native rulers under the general direction of a British official who is 
usually known as the minister resident. Fifth are the mandated 
territories which are governed in trust for the League of NationSj 
either directly by Great Britain as in the case of Palestine, or by 
one of the self-governing dominions, as in the case of Western 
Samoa where the mandate is held by New Zealand. Iraq is also 
held under a mandate but on terms arranged by an Anglo-Iraq 
treaty. Finally, there are some territories which do not come 
within any of the foregoing classes. The Egyptian Sudan is neither 
a dominion, a colony, a protectorate, nor a mandated territory. 
It is technically a condominion, an area governed by Great Britain 
and Egypt jointly, but since 1927 England has done the governing 
alone. The New Hebrides are governed under a condominion 
with France. 

It will be seen, therefore, that the territories over which British 
Jurisdiction extends, either in whole or in part, do not lend them- 
selves to any simple classification. Great Britain has no '^plan^' 
of colonial administration. Every situation has been met, as it 
arose, by whatever action seemed to fit the case. The British gov- 
ernment has never gone on the principle that one colony has the 
right to any concession because others have received it. Anomalies 
and inconsistencies have of themselves never caused m.uch worry 
in Downing Street. Until a few years ago the little island of Ascen- 
sion, off the west coast of Africa, was administered by the admi- 
ralty, which merely placed a naval officer in command and rated 
it as a battleship! There wmuld not be much point in attempting a 
detailed classification of all the red patches on the map of Great 
Britain anyhow, for territories are constantly passing from one 
class into another. 

Canada 

Each of the self-governing dominions has a constitution, or, 
what is the equivalent of a constitution, in other words a compre- 
hensive act of parliament on which its government is based. Can- 
ada is the most populous of these dominions. By the census of 
1930 it had about ten million people, which is not much more than 
the population of Pennsylvania. About one-third of the people are 
of French descent, for the older sections of Canada were originally 
settled by colonists from Franee. 
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■These venturesome Gallic fishermeiij traders, and missionaries 
not only established their settlements along the St. Lawrence and 
in what is now Nova Scotia, but penetrated into the valleys of the 
Mississippi and Ohio. Others went northward to Hudson Ba}^ and 
overland to the far northwest. France ruled this territory with a 
stern hand, tolerating no vestige of self-government and permitting 
no democratic institutions to grow. When Canada had a popula- 
tion of about 50,000 the half-century of conflict between France and 
England took place, ending in the capture of Quebec by the Eng- 
lish. By the treaty of 1763 France agreed to withdraw from Can- 
ada and Great Britain took over the government of the colony. A 
considerable migration from England followed the conquest, and 
in time the new colonists outnumbered the old. Many of these new 
colonists moved into the territory w^hich now forms the provinces 
of Ontario, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick. In each case there 
was duly established a government consisting of a governor ap- 
pointed by the crown, a council appointed by the governor, and an 
elective assembly. The assembly, however, had no means of con- 
trolling the governor or his council. What England established in 
Canada at the outset was a system of representative, but not 
responsible government. In other words it was similar to that 
which existed in the thirteen American colonies before the 
Revolution. 

Under this arrangement the governments of Upper Canada (now 
Ontario), Lower Canada (now Quebec), and the various terri- 
tories now known as the Maritime provinces (Nova Scotia, New 
Brunswick, and Prince Edward Island) were carried on until 
about 1840. The system did not suit the masses of the people who 
felt that the entire government ought to be within their control, 
and as time went on the popular discontent began to assert itself 
openly. The home government made no move, however, and in 
1837, both Upper and Lower Canada went simultaneously into 
rebellion. The uprisings were not formidable and both were quelled 
without great difficulty; but the British government had become 
alarmed and decided to explore the causes of colonial discontent. 
Accordingly it sent out to Canada, to serve as high commissioner, 
a young and gifted Whig nobleman, the Earl of Durham, He was 
instructed to assert the authority of the crown, to inquire into the 
colonial grievances, and to recommend such changes in the methods 
of government as he might think proper. 
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The Durham mission to Canada became noteworthy because it And Ms 
resulted in the preparation of an exhaustive and brilliant report in 
which the whole philosophy of colonial government was discussed. 

Durham did not prove himself a successful administrator, but his 
analysis of colonial grievances was masterful. He analyzed the 
source of the trouble with extraordinary astuteness. His report 
has become a classic among state papers, for it went into the whole 
question of what the relations of a mother country to her colonies 
ought to be. Even to-day, after the lapse of almost ninety years, 
it ranks as one of the best official reports ever written. ^ 

Durham recommended that Upper and Lower Canada be united The Con- 
into a single province and given a full measure of self-government, of 
He urged that all branches of colonial administration be made 
responsible to the people. It was his expectation that if this was 
done a union of all the colonies in British North America might 
eventually be formed. His advice was followed and his expectations 
realized. Within a few years the British government gave in- 
structions that the governor of the two united provinces should 
conform to the principle of executive responsibility. Some time 
later a scheme of federation for all the provinces was prepared in 
Canada and this was presented to the British parliament. It was 
enacted by the latter in 1867 as the British North America Act and 
continues to serve as the constitution of the Dominion of Canada. 

This Act established a federal government of the parliamentary 
type, each of the five provinces being given a provincial govern- 
ment with assigned powers. Since 1867 the number of provinces 
has been increased to nine. 

The government of Canada bears a superficial resemblance to its general 
that of the United States in that there is a division of powers 
between the federal and the provincial governments. Matters of 
nation-wide importance are placed within the jurisdiction of the 
dominion authorities; while those of a local character are left to 
the provincial governments. The British North America Act of 
1867, like the Constitution of the United States, contains a definite 
enumeration of powers, but in one essential feature the two docu- 
ments stand in contrast. In the United States ail powers not def- 
initely granted to the federal government remain with the states; 

^ John George Lambton, Earl of Durham, Report on the State of Affairs in the 
Canadas (London, 1839). A. reprint of this report, without the valuable appendices, 
was published by Messrs, E. P, Dutton & Company, New York, in 1902. The most 
recent discussion of this report is Chester W. New, Lord Durham (Oxford, 1929). 
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in Canada all powers not dej&nitely reserved to the provinces go 
to the central government. This provision was dictated by a 
feeling among the Canadian leaders of 1867 that the constitution 
of the United States had not made the national government 
strong enough, and that the Civil war might have been avoided 
if the individual states of the union had not been left with so much 
authority.^ 

The titular chief executive in Canada is a governor-general 
appointed by the crown for a five-year term. The appointment is 
made on the advice of the British cabinet and has usually gone to 
some member of the British nobility.^ The governor-general per- 
forms substantially the same duties as those imposed upon the king 
of England. He summons and dissolves the dominion parliament, 
gives the assent of the crown to legislative measures, and makes 
appointments to office, — all on the advice of his ministers. These 
ministers are responsible to the Canadian House of Commons. 
Canada maintains a high commissioner in London as a medium 
of communication with the imperial government. She also main- 
tains her own minister in Washington and communicates with 
the state department through him, not through the British am- 
bassador. 

The Canadian political system closely follows the English model 
in providing for a responsible cabinet. This cabinet is chosen, as 
in England, by a prime minister whose responsibility to the House 
of Commons is exactly the same as at Westminster. So the real 
chief executive of the dominion is not the governor-general but 
the prime minister, who is invariably the leader of the majority 
party in the Canadian House of Commons. Each member of the 
cabinet must have a seat in the Canadian parliament and the 
whole cabinet must resign, as in England, whenever it loses the 
confidence of a majority in the House. 

The parliament of Canada consists of two chambers, a Senate 
and a House of Commons. Not having a peerage (and having no 
desire to create one) it was impracticable to model a Canadian 
Senate on the British House of Lords. Nor was it thought advis- 

^ The difference, however, is not so great as might be supposed from this state- 
ment. The Canadian provinces have acquired some powers bs’' judicial interpreta- 
tion of the Act. See the author’s American Injluences on Ca?iadia?i Governyyient 
(Toronto, 1929), pp. 26-32. 

- At the imperial conference of 1930, however, it was agreed that hereafter the 
appointment of the governor-general should be made on the nomination of the 
Dominion government. 
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able to follow the example of the United States to the extent of 
having senators chosen by the various provinces. ^ It was decided, 
therefore, that the Canadian Senate should be composed of 96 
members appointed for life by the governor-general on the advice 
of the prime minister. Twenty-four are appointed from each of 
the four regional areas of the dominion, — Ontario, Quebec, the 
Maritime provinces, and the Western provinces. 

Like the Senate of the United States the Canadian upper cham- 
ber has concurrent legislative power with the lower house except 
as regards money measures. There is no provision in Canada, as in 
Great Britain, for solving a deadlock between the two chambers by 
having the Commons reenact a measure three times. When the 
Canadian Senate rejects a bill which has passed the House of Com- 
mons there is no way of making the will of the latter prevail. In 
practice, however, important measures have not often been re- 
jected. The Canadian Senate has virtually accepted the doctrine 
that under ordinary conditions the House of Commons ought to 
take the chief responsibility for lawmaking and that its own work 
should be confined to the revision and perfecting of bills sent up 
to it. The Senate, therefore, plays no vital part in the government 
of the Dominion. It does not share in the control of the cabinet. 

Its influence in Canada is certainly no greater, and on the whole 
it is probably less than that of the House of Lords in Great Britain. 

All sorts of proposals have been made to reform, and even to abol- 
ish, the Canadian Senate but thus far none of them have found 
much favor. 2 

The Canadian House of Commons bears a close resemblance to The House 
the American House of Representatives. Its members are elected 
from parliamentary districts or constituencies — one from each. 

These constituencies are approximately equal in population and 
redistricting takes place (as in the United States) after every 
decennial census. The total membership of the House of Commons 
at the present time is 234.^ The maximum term during which a 


I It will be remembered that at the time the Canadian constitution was being 
formed (1867) the United States Senate was not regarded as a striking success. 
There was a widespread feeling that the equal representation of the states in the 
Senate had helped to make a peaceful settlement of the slavery issue impossible. 

^ On the organization and jjow'ers of this chamber the best book is Robert A. 
McKay, The Unref armed Senate of Canada (Oxford, 1926). 

^ The Canadian constitution provides an ingenious safeguard against such re- 
peated increases in the size of the House of Commons as have taken place in the 
American House of Representatives. The quota of members from the Province of 
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House of Commons may sit is five years, but the House may be 
dissolved at any time by the governor-general on the advice of the 
prime minister. Such dissolutions, however, have been less frequent 
than in England. 

As respects the suffrage Canada has fallen into line with the 
United States. Any British subject twenty-one years of age or 
over, male or female, is entitled to vote after one year's residence 
in Canada provided he (or she) has resided in the constituency for 
two months. And any qualified voter ma}^ become a candidate 
for election. There are no primaries for the selection of candidates, 
as in the United States. Nominations are made, in each constit- 
uency, by party conventions. The voting is by secret ballot and 
the ballots bear no party designations. 

In Canada, as in England, the House of Commons is the real 
pivot of legislative power. It controls the cabinet. All financial 
measures must originate in the House, and as a matter of practice 
most other measures originate there also. Bills are introduced, 
referred to committees, debated and voted upon, and then go to 
the Senate for concurrence. A distinction is made, as in the Mother 
of Parliaments, between public bills and private bills. There is a 
speaker, but the English tradition of reelecting him to his office so 
long as he remains a member of the House is not followed in Can- 
ada. When a new government comes into power it elects a new 
speaker from its own ranks. The standing rule of the British 
House of Commons that no proposal to spend public mone}" will 
be considered unless it is introduced in the name of the crown 
(that is, by a member of the cabinet) has been adopted in Canada 
and this gives the cabinet a large measure of control over the whole 
field of public finance. 

Political parties exist in Canada as in all other countries having 
free government. In nomenclature the Canadian parties resemble 
those of Great Britain, but in their organization and methods they 
are much more nearly akin to those of the United States. The 
two major parties call themselves the Conservatives and the Lib- 
erals; a third party, known as the Progressives, has a handful of 
members in the House. The Conservatives are now in power. But 
as in England the names of the political parties give no real clue to 


Quebec is permanently fixed at 65; the other provinces are entitled to such quotas 
as their respective populations warrant according to the Quel^ec ratio. Nova Scotia, 
for example, with about one-quarter of the population of Quebec, has 16 members. 




BRITISH DOMINIONS. AND COLONIES 367 


their respective attitudes on matters of public policy. The differ- 
ences between them, such as they are, do not relate to the funda- 
mentals. The constitution of Canada ignored the existence of 
political parties and the laws for the most part continue to treat 
them as wholly outside the mechanics of government. But their 
influence on the course of public policy is as great as in England 
or the United States. 

Canada is a federation of provinces, of which there are now 
nine in alL^ Each of these nine provinces has its own provincial 
government consisting of a titular chief executive who is called 
lieutenant-governor, a provincial prime minister and cabinet, and 
a provincial legislature. The lieutenant-governor is appointed for 
a five-year term by the governor-general on the advice of the federal 
cabinet. The position of lieutenant-governor carries no personal 
authority inasmuch as all official acts are performed in accordance 
with the advice of the provincial cabinet which, in turn, is respon- 
sible to the legislature. The legislature, which consists in seven 
provinces of a single chamber, is elected by universal suffrage.^ 
Party lines are substantially the same in provincial as in federal 
politics. 


The prov- 
inces.' 


Australia 


In point of population, Australia comes next among the self- Early his- 
governing dominions. The island became a British possession by Sr?iia, 
discovery and settlement early in the nineteenth century. It was 
at first deemed to be of little value and was used as a penal colony. 

In time, however, colonies of free settlers and of liberated prisoners 
were established in different parts of Australia and these colonies 
were given a system of partial self-government which eventually 
widened into complete autonomy. There were six of these colonies 
and various attempts were made during the last half of the nine- 
teenth century to unite them into a federation but the project 
did not succeed until 1900, when the Commonwealth of Australia 
was established by action of the British parliament at the request of 
the colonial governments. The constitution of the commonwealth 
was ratified by the people and it cannot now be changed except by 
the assent of a majority of the voters in a majority of the states. 

^ Ontario, Quebec, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, Mani- 
toba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and British Columbia. 

^ In Quebec and in Nova Scotia there are two chambers — a legislative council 
and a legislative assembly, both elective. 
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In general the government of the Australian commonwealth 
somewhat resembles that of Canada although there are some im- 
portant differences. A governor-general and a federal cabinet form 
the executive branch of the government. The governor-general is 
appointed by the British crown on the nomination to the Australian 
cabinet. There is a parliament of two chambers called the Senate 
and the House of Representatives. But the Australian Senate^ 
like that of the United States, is based upon the principle of state 
equality. It consists of thirty-six senators — six from each state ir- 
respective of population. And the senators are elected, as in Amer- 
ica, by state- wide popular vote. The Australian House of Represen- 
tatives also follows the American model in that it is comprised of 
members elected from districts which are approximately equal in 
population, one from each. Universal suffrage has been estab- 
lished throughout the commonwealth. Each of the six Australian 
states also has its own government, which, in a general way, is 
similar to that of a Canadian province. But in apportioning powers 
between the federal and provincial governments the Australian 
constitution reserves to the states all powers not definitely given to 
the central government.^ 

South Africa 

The Union of South Africa consists of four provinces (Cape 
Colony, Natal, the Transvaal, and the Orange Free State) which 
were united in 1910. This union differs from the federations of 
Canada and Australia in that it does not rest upon an enumerated 
division of powers between federal and provincial authorities. 
The South African constitution gives virtually full and complete 
authority to the Union parliament. But it reserves some jurisdic- 
tion to the provinces and also provides that the Union parliament 
may delegate to the four provincial governments such powers as 
it sees fit. In any event all laws enacted by the provincial govern- 
ments must have the approval of the Union authorities before they 
become valid. The South African Union, therefore, is a federation 
in form only. It is the sort of federation that Alexander Hamilton 
would probably have established in America if he had been given 
his way in 1787. 

The South African government consists of a governor-general, a 

^ The best concise description of Australian government is that given in Lord 
Bryce's Modern i>mocraeies (2 vols.. New York, 1921), Vol. II, pp. 166-264. 
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cabinet, and a bicameral legislature. The Senate is made up of 
forty members, eight chosen by the legislative council of each 
province and eight appointed by the governor-general on the ad- 
vice of his cabinet — all for ten-year terms. ^ The lower chamber, 
or House of Assembly, is made up of members elected from single 
districts. Each of the four provinces is governed by an adminis- 
trator who is appointed by the governor-general, and an elective 
legislative council. 

Other Overseas Possessions 

It would take a whole volume to describe the government of 
those British territories which have a large amount of self-govern- 
ment but not a full measure of it. Southern Rhodesia, for example, 
enjoys virtually full autonomy except for certain restrictions 
placed upon its government in the interest of the native popula- 
tion. Malta has full self-government except as regards certain 
reserved matters such as defense, coinage, external trade, and im- 
migration. In Jamaica the elective representatives of the people 
control the legislative branch of the government but do not control 
the executive. The status of Jamaica is thus, somewhat roughly, 
like that of the Philippines. British Honduras, another colony in 
the Western hemisphere, has a legislative council in which the 
representatives of the people do not constitute a majority, and St. 
Helena (famed as the last home of Napoleon) has no such council 
at all. From Canada to St. Helena, therefore, the various terri- 
tories run the whole gamut of colonial government, with all de- 
grees of self-determination and democratic control. But whatever 
the measure of home rule, or the lack of it, British suzerainty has 
always aimed at the protection of the native races, the abolition 
of slavery, the reign of law, the maintenance of order, and the 
training of the people in the art of government. 

Britain has many protectorates and in such territories there is 
sometimes a great gulf between political theory and the facts. 
Ostensibly a protectorate is not subject to control as regards its 
own internal affairs; it is controlled only as respects its foreign 
relations. But the fact is that internal affairs and foreign affairs 
cannot always be sharply differentiated, and the protecting coun- 
try always gives itself the benefit of any doubt in the matter. Its 
minister resident, or resident general, or whatever he may be called, 

^ It may bo of interest to mention that four of the appointive senators have been, 
named to represent the colored population. 
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acquires the habit of tendering advice to the native rulers on ail 
manner of problems, both internal and external. He becomes, to 
all intents, the directing factor in the government of the protec- 
torate. The status of a protectorate is not usually permanent ; often 
it is merely a prelude to annexation, but it has sometimes ripened 
into independence. 

Protectorates should not be confounded with spheres of influence. 
A sphere of influence is a backward area in which the interest of 
some civilized state has become recognized as paramount. When 
two European countries find themselves engaged in rivalry for the 
exploitation of some undeveloped territoiy, and drifting into open 
rupture because of this rivalry, they try to reach an agreement 
dividing the territor}- into spheres so that each of the exploiters 
may keep from interfering with the other. Prior to the world war, 
for example, Great Britain and Russia agreed to delimit spheres of 
influence in Persia. As respects countries which are not imme- 
diately concerned, these agreements have no binding force. They 
depend for their validity upon the power of the countries which ac- 
quire the spheres of influence. Nor do such agreements establish 
any rights of sovereignty, although the dominant country some- 
times imposes a directing hand on the political affairs of the terri- 
tory in question. 

Mandated territories offer a new complication to the student 
of colonial government. At the close of the world war there arose 
the question as to what disposal should be made of the former 
German colonies and of certain territories belonging to the old 
Turkish empire. At the end of previous great wars such territories 
had generally been divided among the victors. In 1919, however, 
it was felt desirable to try some new plan which would be more in 
keeping with the high principles of altruism which the victorious 
Allies professed. So it was agreed in the Treaty of Versailles that 
the territories wTested from Germany and Turkey should be handed 
over to the League of Nations on the understanding that each 
should be administered, on behalf of the League, by one of its 
member-countries. Mandates for the government of the various 
territories were thus awarded to the victorious countries, to Great 
Britain and France particularly. The United States was offered a 
mandate for Armenia but declined it. The mandatory, or country 
holding the mandate, is in the position of a trustee for the League 
of Nations, to which it reports periodically. The future of these 
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mandated territories is obviously bound up, therefore, with the 
continuance of the Leagued' 

In principle the British parliament has supreme and unfettered 
power over all British territories, no matter what their status. 
It is not permanently bound by the provisions of constitutions 
which it has granted to Canada, Australia, and other dominions. 
As a matter of constitutional theory the British parliament has the 
right to repeal any of them at its discretion. As a matter of fact, 
on the other hand, it would not venture either to repeal or amend 
the organic law of any self-governing dominion save on request 
from the government of that dominion itself.^ So here we have, 
once more, an illustration of the wide divergence which exists 
between the law and the usages of British government. Parliament 
retains the fiction of complete supremacy, but in the case of the 
dominions has suiTendered the entire substance of it. 

In all the British dominions and colonies it is provided that the 
governor-general, or the governor, may withhold his assent to any 
measure until the pleasure of the crown can be made known. This 
means that he may exercise a temporary veto until the measure 
has been laid before the British cabinet. And even if the governor 
gives his assent, a dominion or colonial law may subsequently be 
disallowed by the London authorities. In some of the colonies this 
prerogative of withholding assent, or disallowing laws after they 
have received the assent of the colonial governor, has been freely 
exercised; but in the self-governing dominions it has been virtually 
abandoned. A distinction should be made, of course, between the 
vetoing of colonial laws and the work of the judicial committee in 
invalidating them as unconstitutional.^ 

^ Palestine is held under a mandate granted by the League of Nations. This 
mandate imposes upon Great Britain the duty of making such political and admin- 
istrative arrangements as will assure the establishment of a Jewish national home, 
the development of self-governing institutions, including local self-government, and 
the protection of all civil and religious liberties. Under this mandate Great Britain 
has appointed a high commissioner for Palestine. He is assisted by an appointive 
council. There is also a legislative council, in which a majority of the members are 
indirectly elected by the people. 

Mesopotamia (Iraq) was also placed under a League mandate to Britain, but the 
people of the former country made strenuous objection to this arrangement. Hence 
an alliance was concluded between the two governments. Under the terms of this 
agreement Great Britain is to render advice and assistance without impairing the 
independence of Mesopotamia. This agreement has been accepted by the League 
of Nations in lieu of the earlier provision. 

2 All the self-governing dominions, except Canada, have power to amend their 
own constitutions. 

^ See above, pp. 281-283. 
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The London government deals with the overseas British terri- 
tories through three ministerial offices. The secretary of state for 
India is the main channel of communication for that empire, in- 
cluding the protected states. The secretary of state for dominion 
aifairs has immediate charge of relations with the self-governing 
dominions, including the Irish Free State. The secretary of state 
for the colonies takes care of all the rest, including the protec- 
torates, the mandated territories, and the condominions. All three 
secretaries of state are members of the British cabinet. As heads of 
their respective departments they go out of office whenever a new 
cabinet comes in but their subordinate officials are permanent. 
Hence a change in ministry does not involve any appreciable shift 
in colonial policy because the broad outlines of imperial connection 
are accepted by the nation as a whole and are not, in the main, 
a theme of party controversy. 

The self-governing dominions maintain in London officials who 
are known as high commissioners, and some of the provinces or 
states maintain agents-general there also. These officials, who are 
appointed and paid by their respective governments, have func- 
tions which are chiefly of a commercial character; but they are 
also utilized by their own governments in dealing with the imperial 
authorities. Their functions are steadily becoming more diplo- 
matic in character. Some of the dominions also maintain agents 
in other countries. These agents virtually serve as ministers or 
consuls, although they are not members of the British diplomatic 
or consular service. 

This raises the question whether a treaty can be made between 
one of the self-governing dominions and a foreign state. Is Canada, 
for example, an independent country to that extent? The answer is 
that although the treaty-making power is ordinarily exercised 
through the British government, there is nothing to prevent the 
making of treaties by the dominions, and at least one important 
treaty has been concluded between Canada and the United States 
without the intervention of any British official. 

During the early Victorian period, about the middle of the nine- 
teenth century, there was a widespread feeling in Great Britain 
(especially among the Whigs and Liberals) that distant colonies 
like Canada, Australia, and South Africa were of dubious value to 
the mother country. They claimed the protection of the British 
army and navy; they drew the home government into their quar- 
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rels; they desired all the advantages but would give nothing in 
return. They were like ‘^ripe fruit/^ as Turgot once said, that would 
fall from the parent tree whenever they had grown to maturity. 
It was taken for granted by many Englishmen that the bestowal 
of full self-government would be merely a stepping-stone to com- 
plete independence. During the era of Disraeli^s leadership, how- 
ever, this pessimism began to disappear and Englishmen com- 
menced to think in terms of imperialism. 

It was an idea that appealed strongly to the jingo-minded, this 
vision of the meteor flag of England flying over territories on every 
continent and afloat on every sea. In time the new ardor brought 
forth a school of imperialistic writers, — writers of history like Sir 
John Seeley, and writers of poetry like Rudyard Kipling. They 
wrote and sang about the romance of England’s expansion, her 
dominion over palm and pine, her far-flung battle line, and her 
shouldering of the white man’s burden. Public sentiment was 
tuned up to a new interest in the colonies and projects of imperial 
federation began to be much discussed. 

In 1887, on the occasion of Queen Victoria’s jubilee, represent- 
atives of all the dominions and colonies were summoned to London 
and in an atmosphere of festivity a series of conferences between 
these representatives and the home government were held. The 
project of an all-empire council or parliament was cautiously 
broached but nothing came of it. Ten years later, at the Diamond 
Jubilee of 1897 there was another conference, and more discussions; 
likewise with no tangible results. Far-called, the navies melted 
away; the captains and the kings departed; the colonial prime 
ministers sailed for home; and the dream of an imperial federation 
remained a dream. It was suggested, however, that such confer- 
ences should be called from time to time to discuss problems of 
imperial interest. 

This suggestion was adopted and the imperial conference has 
now become an established institution. It ordinarily meets every 
four years, but may be specially summoned at any time. It has a 
permanent secretariat in London. At these conferences the prime 
minister of Great Britain presides. The other members are the 
secretaries of state for the dominions, for the colonies, and for 
India, the president (prime minister) and one or more ministers 
from the Irish Free State, the prime minister and one or more 
other representatives from Canada, Australia, South Africa, New- 
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foundland, New Zealand,, and Southern Pthodesia, together with 
certain representatives from India— making more than twenty 
members in all. ■ The imperial conference has no constitutional 
powers; its function is merely to deliberate upon matters affecting 
Great Britain as a whole and to secure informal agreements as to 
common action. It cannot bind any government. But its impor- 
tance has grown steadily; its resolutions are of great significance to 
the dominions concerned, and it may now be looked upon as an 
important factor in imperial administration. 

An interesting, although transient, step in the direction of 
welding the British commonwealth together was taken during the 
world war. At the inception of this conflict, it will be remembered, 
all the British dominions hastened to offer assistance and contribute 
their quotas of troops to the Allied cause. Canada, before the war 
was over, was maintaining an entire army corps on the Western 
front. Australia, New. Zealand, and South Africa also contributed 
large forces. It was deemed advisable, therefore, that the domin- 
ions should be given some share in the direction of British war 
policy and in 1916 the war cabinet summoned the various prime 
ministers (together with two native representatives from India) to 
join in its discussion of war problems. The sessions of the war cabi- 
net, as thus enlarged, were known ns' sessions of the imperial wrt 
cabinet. Sessions continued during, 1918 and until after the' armi- 
stice when the members betook themselves to Paris to represent 
their various governments at the peace conference. Meanwhile 
it was suggested that after peace had become finnty established, 
some permanent arrangement ought to be devised wherebj^ the 
dominions and India would be given the right of ^T^ontinuoiis 
consultation in ail important matters of common imperial con- 
cern.^' But there were practical difficulties in the way and in the 
absence of any urgent need for continuous consultation no such 
plan has been carried into effect. 

At the Paris peace conference of 1919 Canada, Australia, New 
Zealand, and South Africa were represented by their own delega- 
tions. The covenant of the League of Nations provided, moreover, 
that the dominions should be admitted as regular members of the 
League, with the right to maintain separate representatives in the 
Leaguers assembly. This arrangement, which gave Greater Britain 
six votes in the assembly of the League (or seven votes since the 
admission of the Irish Free State) was strongly criticised in the 
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United States, but the various dominions insisted upon it as a 
mark of their self-governing status and they have been represented 
in the League assembly since its establishment. 

The American objections to this provision were based upon the 
assumption that the votes of the British dominions in the League 
assembly would be controlled by the mother country. But there 
was not much warrant for this assumption. If the vote of Ireland 
is regularly cast with that of England it will assuredly betoken a 
new world order. The interest (and the votes) of Canada and 
Newfoundland in any matter affecting the Western hemisphere 
would certainly not be lined up against their nearest neighbor. 
Nor is it half as certain that India and South Africa would vote 
with England as it is that Panama and Cuba would be with the 
United States in League voting. It is true that the British com- 
monwealth has seven votes in the League of Nations assembly, 
but to say that Great Britain controls’^ all these votes is to use 
the word in a very expansive sense. The dominions control their 
own votes. 

The possibility of establishing preferential tariffs throughout 
the empire has had much discussion during the past thirty years. 
Each British dominion makes its own tariff and these tariffs lay 
duties on imports from Great Britain as from other countries. 
Canada, however, gives British imports a preferential rate, the 
reduction from the regular customs duties amounting to about 
one-third. Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa also have 
varying differentials in favor of imports from Great Britain. These 
dominions, of course, are desirous that the principle should work 
both ways, in other words that Great Britain should give imports 
from the dominions a tariff preference also. But Great Britain 
has no regular tariff’ and her people rejected in 1923 the pro- 
posal to establish one. Whether the one-sided arrangement 
will permanently continue if the mother country clings to the 
policy of free trade is a question that no wise man ventures to 
answer. 

Students of colonial government have been fond of comparing 
the Roman empire with the British, for there are some interesting 
resemblances between the two, and some sharp contrasts also. 
The British empire is vastly more extensive than the Roman ever 
was, and the bonds which hold its component parts together are 
wholly different. Rome dominated her provinces by force and fear. 
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Hence, when the Roman military power waned the empire of the 
Csesars went to pieces. The British commonwealth does not rest 
on military force. It is held together by considerations of alle- 
giance and sentiment, by ideals and mutual advantage. From the 
dominions and the colonies Great Britain derives (not tribute, as 
Rome did) but economic advantages, more particularly a great 
market for her manufactures, cargoes for her ships, opportunities 
for her people, a place in the sun for her emigrants. Trade follows 
the flag. Emigration, to some extent, does likewise. The dominions, 
on the other hand, derive some important political benefits. Each 
is saved the expense of maintaining expensive military and naval 
armaments. And so long as these dominions have full and free 
control of their own affairs, what have they to gain b}^ cutting 
adrift? 

The ties ^^A king of shreds and patches,^’ quoth Shakespeare, although 
the empke. he did not have George V in mind. His red patches on the world 
map, big and little, are held together by two outstanding bonds, — 
common allegiance and common ideals. These ties may be light as 
air but they are strong as links of iron. Every square mile of ter- 
ritory, whether it be free state or dominion, colony or condominion, 
is under the suzerainty of the British crown. Its officials take an 
oath of allegiance to the king. The king is king in Ireland, in New 
Zealand, in Hongkong. The monarchy, therefore, is the visible sym- 
bol of unity throughout this vast dispersion which Britons call 
their imperial commonwealth. And a token of unity is needed, 
for it is amazing how few men on this earth have minds which can 
really grasp a political conception such as sovereignty, the com- 
monwealth, or imperial federation. '^Nay, but we will have a king 
over us,” said the Israelites to Samuel. They wanted someone with 
the attribute of majesty who would prefigure the unity of the 
Jewish race. 

The community of political ideals is also a tie that binds the 
British commonwealth of nations together, although it does not 
manifest itself in any symbolic form. Everywhere there is a con- 
sciousness of these common ideals and a conviction that they can 
only be preserved by holding together. 

Grave mother of majestic works 
From her isle-altar gazing down, 

Who, god-likey grasps the triple forks 
And, king-like, wears the crown. 
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It is an adventure Ml of fascination, this attempt to reconcile 
democracy and self-government with the need for common action 
in matters affecting the whole. have remarked again and again, 
said Pericles, ^Hhat democracy cannot govern an empire.^^ It may 
be true. The outcome of the British attempt to do it cannot yet 
be predicted. History affords us no clue to prophecy, for the world 
has never seen a commonwealth like this one. 


The growth of the British commonwealth is exhaustively covered in 
The Cambridge History of the British Empire, in eight volumes, each with an 
elaborate bibliography. For a general survey of British colonial expansion 
the reader may be referred to J. A. Williamson, A Short History of British 
Expansion (2 vols., London, 1930) and to H. E. Egerton, Short History of 
British Colonial Policy (New York, 1898). This volume is supplemented by 
the same smtliofs British Colonial Policy in the Twentieth Century (London, 
1922). Mention should also be made of Sir John Seeley’s Expansion of 
England (London, 1895). A. Berriedale Keith’s Government in 

the Dominions (2nd edition, 2 vols., Oxford, 1929) gives a full presentation 
of the subject as do two other volumes by the same author, namely, The 
Constitution, Administration and Laws of the Empire (New York, 1924) 
and The Sovereignty of the British Dominions (London, 1929). The Oxford 
Survey of the British Empire, by A. J. Herbertson and 0. J. Howard (6 vols., 
Oxford, 1914) contains a great deal of detailed information. 

On the government of Canada the best volume is W. P. M. Kennedy’s 
Constitution of Canada (Toronto, 1922), but mention should also be made 
of G. Wittke, History of Canada (New York, 1928); li. L. Keenleyside, 
Canada and the United States (New York, 1929); and W. R. Eiddell, The 
Canadian Constitution m Form and in Fact (New York, 1924). Lord Bryce’s 
Mod-ern Democracies (2 vols.. New York, 1921) describes in a general way 
the workings of government in Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. 

E. Sweetman, Australian Constitutional Development (Melbourne, 1925) ; 
W. H. Moore, The Constitution of the Commonwealth of Australia (2nd 
edition, Melbourne, 1910) ; and G. Tregarthen and P. E. G. Bagley, The 
Australian Commonwealth (London, 1924) are useful books on Australian 
government and politics. 

On South African government the best-known books are M. Nathan, 
The South African Commonwealth (London, 1919) and W. B. Worsfold, 
The Union of South Africa (London, 1912). A. P. Newton, Select Docw^ 
ments Relating to the Union of South Africa (2 vols., London, 1924) also 
deserves mention. 

Imperial questions of to-day are discussed in Lionel Curtis, The Problem 
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of the CommonweaMi (London, 1916) ; A. Zimmern, The Third British 
Empire (London, 1927); H. Duncan Hall, The British ComrnonweaUh of 
Nations (London, 1920); Manfred Nation, Empire Government (London, 
1928); L. H. Guest, The New British Empire (London, 1929) ; P. N. Baker, 
The Status of British Dominions (London, 1929) ; Richard Jebb, The Empire 
in Eclipse (London, 1926); C. M. Mclnnes, The British Empire and its 
Unsolved Problems (London, 1925); W. M. Hughes, The Splendid Adven- 
ture (London, 1929) ; N. W. Rowell, The British Empire and World Peace 
(Toronto, 1922) ; and E. Porritt, The Fiscal and Diplomatic Freedom of the 
British Dominions 1923). 

For statistical data relating to all portions of the British empire the most 
convenient book of reference is the Statesman’s Year Book, published 
annually. 



CHAPTER XX 


A SURVEY OF FRENCH CONSTITUTIONAL HISTORY 

It is the experience of the ages that every man who attains power is prone to 
abuse it. He goes forward until he finds his limits. If power is not to be abused 
then it is necessary, in the nature of things, that power be made a check to 
power. — Montesquieu, 


To understand the government of any country it is not enough to 
study the bones which make up the skeleton of its institutions. A 
government is not an affair of bones alone, but of flesh and blood, 
muscles and nerves, mind and souL So the student of government 
must not be an anatomist only, but a physiologist and a psycholo- 
gist as well. He must remember that government is an organism 
which owes something to heredity and something to environment. 
To understand the genius of a government, therefore, he must not 
only know its present structure but its history, its temperament, 
and the atmosphere in which it functions. There has been too much 
study of government as a motionless thing, a valley of fossils, of 
stereotyped institutions. Every government is a going concern, a 
living organism which carries something from the past into the 
present, and something from the present into the future. Howso- 
ever men may disagree about biological evolution, there is no ques- 
tion that all political institutions have evolved and are evolving. 

France is a republic, a relatively young republic, fifty-fiive years 
of age. But the present political institutions of republican France, 
many of them, are much older than this. They are derived, in 
whole or in part, from the various despotisms, empires, monarchies, 
and republics that have had their day in France during the past 
five hundred years. It is often said that France is a country with 
the forms of a republic, the institutions of a monarchy, and the 
spirit of an empire. The French Republic, in other words, is a 
republic with a past. Its visage is well indented by hangovers from 
the hectic days of Bourbons and Bonapartes. 

Ask an Englishman when the middle ages came to an end and 
he will give you the year 1500 as an approximate date. He calls 
Cromwell a modern statesman, Shakespeare a modern dramatist, 
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and Milton a modern poet. He is right — so far as his own country 
is concerned. England entered the modern era about the time that 
America was discovered. But if you ask a Frenchman he will tell 
you that the middle ages did not come to an end until 1789, inas- 
much as feudalism, despotism, and the other institutions of medi- 
aevalism were not ousted from France until that date. To him the 
Eevolution of 1789 is the most epoch-marking event in the history 
of the world. ^Ht came like the law on Sinai,” wrote Sainte Beuve, 
^^amid thunder and lightning . . . and the foreigner loved it as 
much as we did.” So, when the Frenchman speaks of modern 
France he means post-revolutionary France. Colbert and Crom- 
well were contemporaries, but no Frenchman looks upon Colbert 
as a modern statesman, or upon Molike as a modern dramatist 
for that matter, although both were born after Shakespeare died. 
Modern France is very modern. 

It is not surprising that this should be so, for the Great Revolu- 
tion shook France as nothing else has ever done. English history 
contains nothing like it. There have been revolutions in England, 
but never a revolution like this. France, prior to 1789, was a des- 
potism. All political authority centered in an absolute monarch. 
There was no constitution, no parliament, no ministry responsible 
to the people. Once upon a time France had possessed the makings 
of a parliament, an assembly of three estates”- — one representing 
the clergy, another the nobility, and the third the common people. 
But the Estates-General met only wRen the king chose to issue his 
summons, and as time went on the intervals between meetings be- 
came steadily greater. During the long period intervening between 
1614 and 1789 no meetings were called at all. So the Estates- 
General, unlike the English parliament, never developed into a 
check upon the royal prerogative. The king made the laws and the 
ordinances; he also enforced them, and punished violations on his 
own authority. The classic boast imputed to Louis XIV — ^^Uetat 
c^est moV ^ — embodied no mere fiction of royal power. The king 
and the state were one. He was legislature, executive, and 
judiciary combined; the people had no share in their national 
government. 

Nor did the people of France, in pre-revolutionary days, con- 
trol their own local government. They had no elective councils 
in province or town or parish. Everywhere the officials of the king 
were in evidence^intendants, subdelegates, procureurs-du-roi, 
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equality. 


grand voyers, bailiffs, and tax-gatherers. In the king^s name they 
ruled city and country alike, responsible to no one but the monarch 
himself. They owed their offices to appointment and not to elec- 
tion. Securities for the rights of individuals were altogether lack- 
ing. There was no freedom of worship, or of speech, or of petition; 

There was no writ of habeas corpus, no system of trial by jury. 

There were none of the modern safeguards for the freedom of the 
common man. By a lettre de cachet anyone might be arrested, 
thrown into jail, and kept in jail, without specific accusation, for 
any length of time. In a word there was no liberty. 

Nor was this all. The country was honeycombed with special 2. No^ 
privileges of every sort. The clergy paid no taxes although the 
church possessed enormous wealth. It was said to own one-seventh 
of all the land in France. The nobility paid only nominal sums in 
taxation. The entire burden fell upon the bourgeois and peasant 
classes. This burden was very heavy, for the royal government 
spent money in prodigious sums. To make things worse the priv- 
ilege of collecting the taxes was farmed out to profiteers who bid 
high sums for it and then had to recoup themselves by mercilessly 
squeezing the people. The higher positions in the government 
service, as well as in the army and the navy, were reserved for mem- 
bers of the noblesse. Many public offices, including judgeships, 
were literally sold at auction and when purchased became heredi- 
tary. This meant that only the rich could aspire to positions of 
honor or emolument in the service of the state. In a word, there 
was no equality. 

Finally, the nation possessed no national solidarity. The king- 3. No fra- 
dorn had been built up out of provinces, and the old provincial 
sentiment remained strong. People continued to think of them- 
selves as Burgundians, or Normans, or Bretons rather than as 
Frenchmen. There was no system of common law, common 
throughout the land, as in England. Each province, each part of 
a province, had its own coutume or body of customary law, and 
no two of these coutumes were alike. As between town and rural 
district there was little intercourse and no fraternal feeling. The 
townsman despised the peasant; the peasant hated him in return. 

Trade between town and country was throttled by the octroi or 
municipal tariff which levied duties at the town gates on all mer- 
chandise passing from one place to another. Goods going from 
Havre to Paris paid duties at ten points on the way. Even within 
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the towns the old gilds or close corporations of artisans continued 
to control industry and to foster all sorts of class animosity. Thus 
the various parts of the country and the various elements among 
the masses of the people were kept at arm’s length from each other. 
In a word there was no fraternity. 

Liberty, Equality, Fraternity thus became the watchwords of 
the surging tide which overwhelmed the old regime in 1789. The 
Revolution began in Paris. On July 14, 1789, the mobs stormed 
the grim structure known as the Bastile and turned the prisoners 
loose. The insurrection spread with the same rapidity that we 
have seen in Russia during our own day. Within a few weeks the 
old order had been levelled to the ground everyivhere. A revolu- 
tionary government was thereupon set up and a constituent 
assembly proceeded to clear away the debris. The king and queen 
were sent to the guillotine; the institution of nobilit3r was abolished, 
the Church was disestablished and its land confiscated; all special 
privileges and immunities were declared at an end; the Gregorian 
calendar was displaced by a new system of months and years; 
the towns were given complete home rule; the country was deluged 
with paper money (assignats), and the guillotine was kept working 
overtime. 

Meanwhile, as the ground was being cleared, the work of re- 
building began. The revolution produced a series of constitutions. 
The first was a Declaration of the Rights of Man, promulgated by 
the assembly in 1789. It was supplemented by various decrees 
which endeavored to carry the principles of the declaration into 
effect. Then, in 1791, came a more elaborate constitution providing 
for a responsible ministry and a single legislative chamber chosen 
for two years from men of property by indirect election. Although 
the Declaration of 1789 had asserted that are born with 

equal rights and remain so,” the suffrage was now limited to those 
who paid a certain sum in taxes. But this constitution did not go 
far enough for such radicals as Danton and Robespierre who 
wanted a real democracy of the proletariat. So it was replaced in 
1793 by a new and much more striking document which formally 
set up the First French Republic with a single chamber and an 
executive committee. This constitution was submitted to the 
people and ratified by them, but was never put into effect. Robes- 
pierre became the virtual dictator of France and inaugurated the 
Red Terror, but he soon fell from power and the moderates gained 
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control. Thereupon a new constitution was drafted, submitted 
to the people, and ratified by them in 1795. 

This constitution of the Year III (1795) provided for a legisla- The Birec- 
ture of two chambers, chosen by voters with property qualifica- 1799 ).^^/'^^ 
tions. It established a plural executive, or directory as it was called, 
composed of five members, chosen by the legislature. Strong men 
were placed upon this directory and the country began to recover 
from its revolutionary chaos. The events of 1795 marked the turn 
of the tide. From revolution and radicalism the pendulum now 
began its swing to conservation and centralization. 

The government of the directory continued to function for four The Con- 
jmars, but it never had a fair chance because France was hard ( 1799 I. 
pressed by foreign enemies during the whole of this period. In 1804). 

1799 it was replaced hy a consulate with Citizen Bonaparte in- 
stalled as First Consul. The young Corsican had risen rapidly 
through a series of military victories and by a coup d’etat took 
the reins of power into his own hand. Bonaparte was not an 
enthusiast for democratic government. He did not believe in 
popular constitutions. It was his idea that a constitution ought 
to be brief, general, obscure in its provisions, and easy to change. 

Hence, in 1800, the constitution of the directory was supplanted 
by a new one in which the powers of the legislative body were 
reduced to a shadow and those of the executive greatly increased. 

The Man of Destiny was now master of France. In 1802 he had The First 
himself proclaimed first consul for life and two years later (after ( 1 ^ 04 !.® 
submitting the question to a vote of the people), he became em- 
peror. Thus, within the space of fifteen years, France had run the 
whole cycle of despotism, chaos, republic, and empire. Both as 
consul and as emperor Napoleon found it necessary to do a lot of 
reorganizing. At every step he centralized power in his own hands 
until he had more of it than any of the old Bourbon kings ever 
possessed. Fle placed his own prefects at the head of the terri- 
torial departments into which France had been divided by the revo- 
lutionary government, and these prefects became the tentacles of 
the imperial octopus. The whole system of local government was 
welded into a perfect pyramid. By his Concordat with Papacy, Napoleon’s 
Napoleon restored the Church to something like its old status. He 
could not give back its lands, for these had been divided, and had 
passed into the hands of many small owners; but it was understood 
that the Church would be supported out of the public funds. 
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“How can you have order in a state/^ he said, “without religion? 
Believing also in social distinctions he revived the institution of 
nobility and founded the Legion of Honor. But the most striking 
among Napoleon^s non-military achievements was the compilation 
of a series of law codes and the systematization of legal procedure 
throughout the country. These codes have remained in operation, 
without radical change, to the present day. 

Many other things were accomplished, by way of reconstruction, 
during the Napoleonic era. Unhappily the dramatic character of 
Bonaparte^s military operations have served to dull the world’s 
appreciation of him as a civil leader. Most Americans think of the 
first Napoleon as a war lord of vaunting ambitions and intermit- 
tent genius who lost the battle of Waterloo; but he was in fact the 
most far-visioned and constructive statesman of modern times. 
He was a man of marvelous political imagination and great organ- 
izing power. Courage and force were his immortalizing qualities. 
He was never afraid of a thing because it was new, nor was he dis- 
dainful of any thing because it was old. France owes more to 
Napoleon’s pen than to Napoleon’s sword. The results of his 
statesmanship are still redounding to the benefit of his people 
while the fruits of his military victories have long since been 
bartered away. 

The Napoleonic legend still survives, moreover, and is an in- 
visible factor in the politics of France. From time to time, when 
the country gets discouraged or depressed, Frenchmen are roused 
and thrilled by recollection of the days when the Corsican eagle 
flew across the Mediterranean to Egypt and over the snows to 
Moscow. They think of Marengo and Wagram, of Jena and Aus- 
terlitz. The memory of these great days is more than a memory to 
France. It is an eternal stimulus to the national pride. But, after 
all, these Napoleonic crusades achieved nothing. They merely 
salted the deserts and steppes with the bones of Frenchmen. 
Legends pay little heed to profit and loss. 

The First Empire came to an end in 1814-1815 by reason of its 
military collapse. Napoleon was packed off to St. Helena where he 
grumbled his way to illness and death. Meanwhile the old Bour- 
bon dynasty was restored to power in France. The new king, a 
younger brother of Louis XVI who was guillotined during the 
Revolution, professed himself ready to be the head of a constitu- 
tional monarchy patterned after that of England. So an elaborate 
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written constitution was prepared and put into operation. This 
charter attempted to reproduce the unwritten constitution of 
Great Britain; hence it contained provision for a House of Peers, 
an elective House of Commons, and a ministry. It was assumed 
that the ministers, as in England, would hold themselves responsi- 
ble to the elective chamber. There was to be trial by jury, freedom 
of the press, writs of habeas corpus, and all the traditional English 
securities for personal liberty. 

But Frenchmen soon discovered that it is far easier to trans- 
plant the forms than the essence of a government. British institu- ® * 
tions would not take root in foreign soil, even though the new en- 
vironment was only thirty miles away. It has often been said of 
the Bourbons that they could ^riearn nothing, and forget nothing.'' 

At any rate Louis XVIII never caught the spirit of the constitu- 
tion which he swore to uphold. Neither did his brother, Charles X, 
who succeeded him in 1824. The new king tried to maintain in 
office a ministry which did not have the confidence of the elective 
chamber, and thereby brought about a parliamentary deadlock. 

To break this deadlock he tried to set aside the provisions of the 
constitution, and by so doing precipitated the July Revolution" 
of 1830. This resulted in the king's abdication and France once 
more faced the problem of providing herself with a new govern- 
ment. The time was not ripe for a restoration of the republic, and 
anyhow most Frenchmen believed that the monarch, not the 
monarchy, had been at fault. 

So they kept the monarchy and changed the line of kings. Louis ^^o^Orieans 
Philippe, of the House of Orleans, was put on the throne with the ^ 

understanding that he would be a strictly constitutional ruler, 

But the parliamentary bickerings continued and no ministry was 
able to stay in power for any length of time. Owing to the multi- 
plicity of political parties in France the English system of minis- 
terial responsibility would not function. Frenchmen grew tired of a 
government conducted by bourgeois politicians who spent their 
time in ceaseless squabbles. The old glories seemed to have de- 
parted; the country was sinking to the status of a second-rate 
power. France s^ennuyait” as Lamartine said, and the senti- 
ment in favor of a republic grew apace. Had France been England 
her parliament would have solved the problem by a Great Reform 
Act, but neither Louis Philippe nor his parliamentary advisers 
could take a large view of the situation. They let matters drift 
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from bad to worse until, in 1848, Paris once more flamed into revo- 
lution. The king quickly relinquished his throne and the Second 
Republic was inaugurated. 

The constitution of the Second Republic, framed by a conven- 
tion of delegates in American fashion, provided for a scheme of 
government that was simplicity itself. France was now to have a 
president directly elected for a four-year term by manhood suffrage. 
The ministers were to be named by the president. And there was 
to be an elective parliament with a single chamber. No more 
would France try to pattern her political institutions after those of 
England. The example of the United States seemed better worth 
following in a general way. A simple constitution and direct de- 
mocracy would pro\dde a cure for the nation^s troubles. And a 
strong president would regain for France a place of leadership 
among the powers of Europe. 

But where v/ould France find a strong man, a man on horseback, 
to be president of this Second Republic? Right here the new con- 
stitution ran full tilt into its first great problem because there was 
no outstanding popular idol in sight. France in 1848 had some 
statesmen who were old and discredited, and some who were 
young and unknown; but she had no one wdiose qualities marked 
him as the man for the hour. But there was one ambitious fellow 
who saw in this situation a rare opportunity. Louis Napoleon, a 
nephew of the great Corsican, had been living in England, an exile. 
As head of the family and heir to the Bonapartist tradition he 
quickly seized the occasion, crossed to France and got himself 
elected a member of the assembly. Then he announced his can- 
didacy for the presidential office. He had no visible qualifications 
for the post except the heritage of a great name. But the Napo- 
leonic legend and his lavish promises were enough. The country 
rallied to this soldier of fortune and he was elected by an over- 
whelming majority. 

As might have been expected, the election of a Bonaparte to the 
presidency was a prelude to the end of the new republic. Louis 
Napoleon had un-republican ambitions. His heart was set on be- 
coming emperor. With the name I bear,” he said, must either 
be on a throne or in a prison.” Although elected president for only 
four years, and constitutionally ineligible for reelection, he had no 
intention of ever quitting his post of power. Accordingly, as his 
term drew to a close, he decided upon a characteristically Bona- 
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partist stroke. Having secured the support of the army he moved 
large bodies or troops to Paris and arrested all the political leaders 
who were known to be opposed to him. Then, on the morning of 
December 2, 1851, the people of the city awoke to find the bill- 
boards placarded with proclamations announcing that the presi- 
dent^s term had been extended to ten years. There was a slight 
show of popular opposition, but it was unorganized and speedily 
repressed. Less than a year later the president submitted to the 
people of France the question whether he should become emperor. 
This plebiscite was so adroitly manipulated and controlled that the 
people gave an affirmative vote and in November, 1852, the Sec- 
ond Republic was transformed into the Second Empire with 
Napoleon III at its head.^ 

Under Napoleon III some important changes were made in the 
plan of government. The double-chamber system was revived, 
with a Senate made up of high officials and of senators appointed 
for life by the emperor. The lower house, or assembly, although 
ostensibly chosen on a manhood suffrage basis, never proved to be a 
mirror of public opinion. The elections were controlled in wa^^s 
which ensured the choice of the ^'officiaF^ candidates. One method 
was to provide that the ballots were not to be counted when the 
polls closed, but were to be taken home by the election officer, 
kept over night, and counted in the morning. In the interval 
between the closing and the counting most of the election officers 
did their duty. 

Anyhow it did not matter much if some opposition crept into 
the chamber of deputies. The emperor had his ministers, appointed 
by himself, but they were not responsible to either branch of parlia- 
ment. The imperial power became as fully centralized under 
Napoleon III as it had been in the days preceding Waterloo. Na- 
poleon III had none of his uncle^s brilliancy either as a statesman 
or soldier, but he was nobody’s fool and he managed to stay on the 
revived imperial throne for eighteen years.^ 

The Second Empire lasted from 1852 to 1870. It covered an era 
of unexampled business prosperity in France, and this prosperity 
proved to be (as prosperity always does) a great solvent of political 

1 Tiie title '‘Napoleon II ’’ was thus posthumously reserved for the young King 
of Rome, the only son of Napoleon I. 

2 Mr. H. G. Wells, in his Outline of History (Vol. II, p. 43S), makes the rather 
startling assertion that Napoleon III was “ a much more supple and intelligent man’^ 
than Napoleon I. No historian would agree with any suoh evaluation. 
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discontent. During his first eight or ten years the emperor was 
popular with the Church, with the army, with the business in- 
terests, and to some extent with the masses of the people. But 
after 1860 his star began to wane. The country began to grow rest- 
less under the rigorous autocracy of the government. Napoleon III 
attempted to divert attention from domestic affairs by plunging 
the country into various diplomatic and military ventures — the 
Crimean war, the Franco-Italian- Austrian war of 1859, the expe- 
dition to Mexico, and a gesture on the Rhine in 1866. These 
manoeuvers succeeded for a time, but the incessant stimulus 
brought its inevitable reaction. Popular restlessness became so 
disturbing that various concessions to the principle of ministerial 
responsibility had ultimately to be made, particularly on the eve 
of the war with Prussia in 1870. This war, which Napoleon III 
entered so confidently, brought his own rule to an end.^ For the 
emperor, with a large portion of his army, was cornered by the 
Germans at Sedan and forced to surrender. Napoleon III was 
subsequently released by his German captors and went to England 
where he died in 1875. 

When the news of this surrender reached Paris, the capital blew 
up with indignation. The Empress Eugenie, who had been serving 
as regent while her husband was at the front, fled to England. A 
committee of national defense took control of affairs and the Third 
Republic was proclaimed without any general agreement, how- 
ever, as to what sort of republic it should be. Many of those who 
helped to proclaim it were monarchists at heart, ’while some others, 
at the opposite extreme, were communists wdio desired a pro- 
letarian dictatorship, 

, Meanwhile the committee set up a provisional government. The 
immediate problem was to solidify resistance to the Germans and 
to save Paris from capture. As it turned out, however, the military 
disasters were too great to be retrieved by any eleventh-hour 
effort. The Germans advanced to Paris, surrounded the city, and 
forced it to capitulate in the early days of 1871. The surrender 
was followed by an armistice during which the French people 
elected a national assembly empowered to pass upon the terms of 
peace. This body, chosen by manhood suffrage, convened at 
Bordeaux in February, 1871. Its members were elected for no 

^ The causes of the Franco-Gerraan war of 1870 are too complicated for narration 
here. They are set forth in all the general European histories of the period. 
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definite term and without limit of powers. Most of them were 
avowed monarchists who had little interest in republican govern- 
ment and were strongly opposed to radical changes of any sort. 

The make-up of this national assembly was a great disappoint- 
ment to the radical elements, especially in Paris. They showed 
their resentment by setting up a revolutionary government in the 
city, thus endeavoring to set Paris free from control by the new 
national government. A brief but sanguinary civil war resulted 
and after several weeks of hard fighting around Paris the govern- 
ment of the Commune (as it was called) came to an end. Thus the 
capital was subjected to a double siege and capture within a single 
3^ear, first by German and then by French troops. The communist 
interlude produced a strong reaction throughout France and made 
certain that the Third Republic, if a republic at all, would be a 
definitely conservative one. 

Having quelled the Commune the national assembly was now 
able to go ahead. Its first task was to complete the peace negotia- 
tions with the Germans and get them out of France, This un- 
pleasant mission was entrusted to Adolphe Thiers, whom the as- 
sembly appointed chief executive of France with the proviso that 
his authority might be revoked at any time. Thiers became, in 
effect, temporary President of the Republic, while retaining his 
seat as a member of the assembly. Under his direction the terms 
of peace were arranged and ratified. The Germans annexed Alsace- 
Lorraine and imposed a war indemnity of five billion gold francs 
to be paid by the French government within five years. Portions 
of France were to remain occupied by German troops until the 
last installment had been paid. No extension of time was requested 
by the French, and there were no attempts at evasion. The whole 
indemnity was raised and paid in gold, or the equivalent of gold, 
within thirty-six months from the signing of the treaty. This 
action stands in sharp contrast with Germany's reparation pro- 
cedure since the close of the world war. 

The assembly also turned its attention to the task of framing 
a new constitution, and here some serious difficulties were encoun- 
tered. With a membership of more than 700 it was too cumbrous 
a body for constitution-making. A majority of its members, more- 
over, were monarchists or imperialists at heart, and did not desire 
a republic as a permanent institution. These anti-republicans 
were in sufficient numbers to have adopted any sort of monarchical 
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or imperial constitution if they had only been able to agree among 
themselves. But they were divided — some wanted a Bourbon 
monarchy, some an Orleans monarchy, and some a restoration of 
the Bonapartes. This disunion enabled the republicans to keep 
control of the assembly, and in the late summer of 1871 it passed 
the Rivet Law, so-called, by which Thiers was definitely continued 
as President of the Republic with the provision that both he and 
his ministers should be responsible to the assembly for all their 
official acts. This action virtually committed the Third Republic 
to the principle of executive responsibility after the English fashion. 
Thiers continued to be a member of the assembly and frequently 
mounted the tribune to advocate his own views, thereby creating 
a rather anomalous situation — ^a titular chief executive trying 
to be prime minister and floor leader as well. 

For nearly two years France drifted along under this makeshift 
arrangement, without a constitution and without an}^ clear deci- 
sion as to her ultimate form of government. On one occasion the 
assembly gave consideration to a complete draft of a republican 
constitution but rejected it by the solid vote of the monarchists 
who were able to compose their quarrels for the moment. On the 
other hand these monarchists were helpless when it came to uniting 
on an alternative constitution. They could agree to destroy but 
not to construct. Thiers, as a member of the assembty, became 
involved in these squabbles and in his impatience swung over to the 
republican side, urging his own views so earnestly that the assem- 
bly, in 1873, restricted his right of addressing it. Thereupon he re- 
signed the presidency in a huff. The assembly quickly accepted the 
resignation and in his place chose Marshal MacMahon fora seven- 
year term. jMacMahon was a soldier who had risen to the highest 
rank in the army under Napoleon III and his election was every- 
where regarded as a clean-cut victory for the anti-republicans. 

After MacMahon^s election the assembly discussed various plans 
for a monarchical or imperialist restoration, but could not agree 
upon any of them although on one occasion it came very close to 
doing so.^ Nor did there seem to be any chance that a republican 

^ In the summer of 1873 a majority was in sight for a plan by which France should 
again become a limited monarchy with a Bourbon (the Comte de Chambord) on 
the throne, and an Orleanist (the Comte de Paris) to have the right of succession. 
Everything was settled except the flag. The Legitimists (Bourbons) held out for the 
old fleur-de-lis, while the Orieanists insisted upon retaining the tricolor. On this 
flag question the whole plan foundered. 



A SURVEY OF CONSTITUTIONAL HISTORY 391 


constitution could secure the support of a majority. In this di- 
lemma the assembly appointed a committee to prepare individual 
resolutions (projets) ^ in the hope that various questions relating to 
the form of government might be settled one by one. This proved 
to be a way out of the difficulty and in 1875 the assembly was 
able to adopt, one by one, a series of three '^constitutional laws.^' 
Then, having made provision whereby these laws might be easily 
amended, it went out of existence. These three laws were all that 
the Third Republic obtained in the way of a constitution from this 
long-lived assembly. They still form the constitution of France,— 
if three unjointed laws can be called a constitution. ^ 

The French constitution of 1875 differs from that of any other 
nation. It is unlike the constitution of Great Britain because it 
was drawn and put into force within a single year by an authorixied 
group of constitution-makers. It is unlike the constitution of the 
United States in that it comprises not one document but three. 
It is unlike the new German constitution in that it covers only a 
small part of the governmental structure, not the whole of it. It is 
a piecemeal, half-hearted, unfinished affair. These constitutional 
laws of 1875 bear visible evidence of the spirit in which they were 
drafted. Their provisions are poorly arranged and crudely worded. 
They are silent on many matters of the highest importance, 
for example, the rights of the citizens, the organization of the 
courts, the selection of the ministers, and even the method of 
constituting the Chamber of Deputies. Taken as a whole they 
fall short of forming a constitution as most people understand 
the term. 

It is not that Frenchmen were novices in the art of making con- 
stitutions. At drafting and adopting constitutions they had, in 
1875, more experience than any other European people. Between 
1789 and 1875 France had no fewer than seven constitutions, each 
of which was believed by its framers to be a monument of con- 
structive statesmanship and worthy of a long life. The constitu- 
tion of 1793, for example, was touted by its framers as a paragon of 
excellence. It never went into operation. The Charter of 1814 was 
extolled as a perfect copy of a perfect model. It died of ansemia 

^ The Law of February 24, 1875, deals with the Senate; the Law of February 25 
relates to the President, the Chamber of Deputies, and the ministry; and the Law 
of July 16, 1875, explains the relations of the public authorities. The text of these 
laws may be found in any colleetion of modern constitutions, for example, in H. L. 
McBain and Lindsay Rogers, New Constitutions of Europe (New York, 1922). 
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when it was only sixteen years old. The constitution of 1848 was 
regarded by the founders of the Second Republic as the last word 
in governmental simplicity and effectiveness. It perished while 
still in its swaddling clothes. The constitution of 1852 was heralded 
as an instrument through which the old-time glories of France 
would be revived. It brought the country to humiliation and civil 
war. The constitution of 1875 differed from all its predecessors 
in that nobody was proud of it, nobody was willing to be its god- 
father, nobody thought it would live, nobody regarded it as any- 
thing but an unworthy compromise. Its framers, for the first time 
in the entire history of constitution-making, felt under obligation 
to apologise for the shabbiness of their work. 

But they biiilded better than they knew. Their jerry-built 
trio of constitutional laws has lasted for a longer time than any 
of the comprehensive and refined constitutions of earlier days — 
imperial, monarchical, or republican. This constitution weathered 
the storm and stress of the world war; it has now rounded out more 
than a half-century and is still going strong. There is every indica- 
tion that it will serve indefinitely. 

What is the reason for this? It is mainly to be found in the fact 
that the constitution of 1875, unlike all previous French consti- 
tutions, did not embody any system of political philosophy and 
did not sacrifice practicability to principles, as previous French 
constitutions had done. Nor did it attempt to make the frame of 
government hard and fast. Rather it left a great array of things 
to be determined by statute, ordinance, custom, precedent, and 
growth— in other words ^‘by time and habit” as Washington once 
said. It did not wipe the old slate clean and begin anew; on the 
contrary it retained all the governmental institutions which existed 
prior to 1875, except in so far as they happened to be irreconcilable 
with the new order. Nothing was needlessly abolished. There was 
no violent break with the past. There was no bozTowing of institu- 
tions from abroad. The constitutional laws of 1875 are Gallic in 
every line. They fitted the needs of their day; they have proved 
easy to change and to expand. Hence it has come to pass that the 
Third Republic, born on the morrow of a great disaster, and 
speeded on its way by men who did not wish it to live, has grown 
stronger with the lapse of time. During the past twenty years of 
war and reconstruction it has shown itself able to bear the heaviest 
strain that could be put upon any government. 
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France, in 1875, was tired of changing governments by coups 
dYtat and revolutions. The framers of the constitutional laws were 
anxious to provide a non-violent way of shifting the basis of the 
state whenever it should become desirable. So they made the 
process of amendment simple, — about as simple as it could be made 
without entirely abolishing the distinction between const! tu- 
tionaF^ and ordinary” laws. The French constitution may be 
amended at any time by action of the two legislative chambers, 
the Senate and the Chamber of Deputies. In other words constitu- 
tional amendments and ordinary laws are made by the same legis- 
lators, but not in the same way. 

Each chamber, when a proposal to amend the constitution is 
put forward, decides whether it will go into joint session with the 
other chamber to decide upon the proposal. If both chambers 
agree to a joint session the senators and deputies repair to the great 
hall of the palace at Versailles where they meet as a national 
assembly. Each senator and each deputy has one equal vote, and 
an absolute majority in joint session is essential. Either chamber, 
of course, may decline to join with the other in convoking a ses- 
sion of the national assembly, and in this way each chamber has a 
veto on any constitutional amendment that may be desired by the 
other. Hence, as a practical matter, all amendments to the con- 
stitutional laws require a majority of those present in each of the 
two chambers sitting separately, as well as an absolute majority of 
the two chambers sitting together. 

The constitution of France, accordingly, is much easier to amend 
than is the constitution of the United States. The distinction be- 
tween constitutional and ordinary laws is still theoretically main- 
tained by the French, but it is not of much practical importance. It 
takes a majority in both chambers to pass an ordinary law. The same 
majority is virtually always sufficient to change any provision in the 
constitution. In 1884 the national assembly adopted a constitutional 
provision stipulating that the republican form of government must 
never be made the subject of an amendment, but this stipulation 
would be no legal barrier if a future national assembly should decide 
to do what it forbids. There is no way in which a sovereign body 
can limit its successors. The process of amendment is easy, but this 
does not mean that it has been freely used. The flexibility of the 
constitution obviates the need for frequent changes. It is almost 
always so when a constitution is couched in general terms. 
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Since 1875, in fact, the constitutional laws have been amended 
on three occasions only. The first was in 1879 when an amendment 
substituted Paris for Versailles as the seat of government. Five 
years later (1884) one of the constitutional laws — the one relating: 
to the organization of the Senate — was completely revised. More 
specifically it was provided that the law relating to the organiza- 
tion of the Senate should no longer have the status of a constitu- 
tional law but should be an “organic ’' law, which might be changed 
like any ordinary statute. Another amendment, made at this same 
time, provided that no member of the Bourbon, Orleanist, or Bona- 
parte family should be eligible for election to the presidency. A 
third stipulated that when the Chamber of Deputies is dissolved a 
new election must be held within two months. In 1926 a provision 
was added to the constitution establishing a sinking fund for the 
national debt. 

One of the terms used in the foregoing paragraph suggests the 
question: What is an organic law? Wherein does it differ from an 
ordinary law? There is not much difference other than a senti- 
mental one. An organic law is one which, although open to repeal 
or amendment by exactly the same process as an ordinary law, is 
nevertheless regarded as more fundamental than a simple statute. 
It deals with the framework or mechanism of government. It is, 
therefore, of more than ordinary importance and has a sort of halo 
around it. It is not to be changed lightly or without good reason. 
We have a few statutes in America which roughly correspond to 
the organic lavv^s of France; the statute of 1886 which establishes 
the existing rules of succession to the presidency (in case of the 
death or disability of both President and Vice President) is a good 
example. Such laws, in France, regulate the method of electing 
senators and deputies. 

Legal sovereignty in France resides with the national assembly, 
that is, with the two chambers in joint session. Wlien the assembly 
is convoked there are no limitations upon what it may do. The 
Senate, being the smaller of the two chambers, and hence liable 
to be outvoted in a Joint session, has always been reluctant to join 
in a convocation of the assembly until definitely assured as to just 
what amendments are to be considered. Yet if the national as- 
sembly should decide to go beyond the specific amendments that 
it was convoked to consider, there is nothing to prevent its doing 
so. For the assembly is the judge of its o^Ji powers and no court 
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can declare its actions unconstitutional. Its decisions do not re- 
quire the approval of the President, nor are they submitted to the 
people for ratification. 

France, during the nineteenth century, served as the world^s 
chief laboratory for political experimentation. The people tried 
one form of government after another, one constitution after an- 
other — only to find themselves disillusioned. Roughly a dozen 
constitutions trod on each other’s heels during the ninet}^ years 
from 1785 to 1875. The world looked on and learned. The Anglo- 
Saxon shook his head and averred that Frenchmen had no political 
stability or sagacity, that they were too doctrinaire, and too fickle 
in their political allegiance to give any form of government a fair 
chance. Englishmen, fift}^ years ago, liked to tell of a young tourist, 
interested in the study of government, who went into a Paris book- 
shop and asked for ‘'^a copy of the French constitution. ’’ The old 
bookseller shrugged his shoulders at him and said, ^^My son, we 
don’t sell periodical literature here. Go to a news stand!” 

There would be no point in that witticism to-day. For fifty-odd 
years France has lived under one constitution, one form of govern- 
ment. Her people have shown no sign of wavering from the re- 
publican cause. The republic, to all appearances, is here to stay. 


A good brief account of the period 1789-1871 is given in G. L. Dickinson, 
BevoluHon and Reaction in Modern France (London, 1892) and in J. S. C. 
Bridges, History of France (Oxford, 1929). For greater detail, reference 
may be made to E. Lavisse, Histoire de France (6 vols., Paris, 1901-1911) 
and the volumes on the Histoire de France contemporaine ]>y the same 
editor which are now in course of publication. On the interval since 1871 
reference be made to Gabriel Hanotaux, Contemporary France (4 vols., 
New York, 1903-1909); Emile Bourgeois, Modern France (2 vols., 1919); 
C. H. C. Wright, History of the Third French Republic (Boston, 1916); 
J. C. Bracq, France under the Republic (New York, 1916); J. Labusquiere, 
L-a troisierne repuhlique, 1871-1900 (Paris, 1909); A. Zevaes, Histoire de la 
iroisieme repuhlique (Paris, 1926), Charles Seignobos, U evolution de la 
troisierne repuhlique (Paris, 1921), and Raymond Recouly, La troisieme 
repuhlique (Paris, 1927). This last-named volume contains bibliographical 
references at the close of each chapter. 

The various constitutions may be found in F. M. Anderson, Constitutions 
and Other Select Documents Illustrative of the History of France (2nd edition, 
New York, 1908), and in Duguit and Monier’s Les constitutions et les 
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priiicipciles lots politiqucs de la Fvciuce depuis 1789 (ord edition, Paris, 1915)« 
Details relating to the framing of the constitutional laws may be found in 
A. Bertrand, Onlines de la troisieme republique (Paris, 1911); J. Simon, 
Le gouverneynmt de M, Thiers (Paris, 1898) ; E. Pierre, Les his constitution 
nelles de la republique Frangaise (Paris, 1889); and Paul Deschanel, (jam- 
(Paris, 1919). 

General works on contemporary French government are E. M, Sait, 
The Government and Politics of France (New York, 1920); Raymond 
Poincare, How France is Governed (New York, 1913); and Joseph Bartlie- 
lemy iLegouvernemejitdelaFrafice {2nd edition, P&iiSj 1924:). 



CHAPTER XXI 

THE PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC 

The old kings of France reigned and governed. The constitutional king . . . 
reigns but does not govern. The President of the United States governs, but 
does not reign. It has been reserved for the President of the French Republic 
neither to reign nor to govern .— Henry Maine, 

The presidency of the French Republic has been the butt of 
many epigrams both at home and abroad. Clemenceau, who held 
the prime minister's post during the closing months of the world 
war, once declared that there were two things for which he could 
never find any reason, to-wit, ^Hhe prostate gland and the French 
presidency." And the Abbe Lantaigne, more savage in his char- 
acterizations, once dismissed the presidency from his writings as 
^^an office with the sole virtue of impotence." Its incumbent, he 
said, must neither act nor think; if he does either he stands to lose 
his throne. 

Yet in spite of all this badinage the fact remains that the Pres- 
ident of the Republic is the supreme representative of the execu- 
tive power in France. He is the chief of state and holds the highest 
political honor that a great nation can bestow. He sits in the seat 
of Bourbons and Bonapartes. He is the titular commander-in- 
chief of the armed forces on land, at sea, and in the air. He is the 
first citizen of the Republic. It may be quite true that the office does 
not carry powers commensurate with its dignity, but it is none the 
less a post which the most eminent statesmen of France have 
sought and are seeking. 

The President of the Republic is elected by an absolute majority 
of the two chambers, sitting together as a national assembly. The 
idea of having the president elected by popular vote did not find 
favor with the men who framed the French constitutional laws of 
1875. They retained too vivid a recollection of what had happened 
in 1848, when the people were stampeded into electing a president 
whose chief ambition was to scuttle the republican form of govern- 
ment and turn France into an empire with himself at its head. 
It is to be remembered, moreover, that the assembly which adopted 
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these constitutional laws had already elected two presidents^ 
Thiers and MacMahon. 

The presidential term is seven years, and there is no legal barrier 
to reelection. Nor is there any popular sentiment against choosing 
a president to succeed himself. But a rejection has taken place 
on one occasion only, although on two other occasions a pres- 
ident would probabty have been named for a second term had it 
not been for his own disinclination to continue in office.^ Thus the 
tradition against too long a presidential tenure seems to be ripening 
in France, as in America, by the aid of voluntary decimation. 

The procedure by which the national assembly chooses the 
president is laid down in the constitutional law of 1875. Briefly 
it is as follows: At least one month before the expiration of his 
term the president must summon the two chambers into joint 
session as a national assembly. If, for any reason he fails to do this, 
the two chambers are directed to meet of their own accord, fifteen 
days before the expiration of the presidential term. In case the 
presidency should become vacant by the death or resignation of 
the incumbent before the expiiy of his seven-year term (as hap- 
pened on six occasions) the two chambers convene immediately 
without any formal summons and proceed into joint session as a 
national assembly. 

The joint session is held at Versailles in a wing of the great 
chateau erected by Louis XIV. This hall of the national assembly 
was reconstructed in 1875 and the Chamber of Deputies used it 
for regular sessions until 1879 when the legislative capital was 
moved to Paris. Since this removal the hall has been out of use 
except for the infrequent sessions of the national assembly — in- 
frequent because it meets for two purposes only, to amend the 
constitution and to elect a president* 

The election takes place without nominations, speeches, or 
discussion. This does not mean, however, that there is no manceu- 
vering, bargaining, lobbying, and bloc-making in advance of the 
meeting. There is a great deal of it. Caucuses of the various party 
groups are held and alliances are made among them. As will be 
indicated later, there are many political factions in France, but 

^ The list of the presidents, with their terms of office, is as follows: Thiers, 1871- 
1873; MacMahon, 1873-1879; Gr6vy, 1879-1886, second term, 1886-1887; Carnot, 
1887-1894; Casimir-P6rier, 1894-1895; Faure, 1895-1899; Loubct, 1899-1906; 
Fallieres, 1906-1913; Poincar^, 1913-1920; Deschanei, 1920; Miiierand, 1920-1924; 
Doumergue, 1924-1931. 
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no one of them is of itself strong enough to command a majority in 
the national assembly. So they combine into blocs and by dicker- 
ings among themselves try to agree upon their respective candi- 
dates. Usually, but not always, the race gets narrowed down to 
two outstanding candidates, each supported by a bloc of party 
groups, and the assembly merely makes its choice between these 
two. There is no popular campaign such as takes place in the 
United States, no primaries or nominating conventions, and no 
appeal by candidates to the rank and file of the voters. Were any 
candidate to make his appeal to the people the national assembly 
would resent his doing so, just as the Congress of the United States 
is prone to become ill-tempered when outsiders try to force its 
hand. The voters in France have no share in the election of the 
chief executive except in so far as they may, by the influence of 
public opinion, bring pressure to bear on the action of their sena- 
tors and deputies. 

The election, as a rule, is a foregone conclusion before the ballot- 
ing begins. The numerical strength of each group in the national 
assembly can be figured with approximate accuracy and their 
alliances are usually an open secret. During the days which pre- 
cede the election there is a lively scurrying among the leaders both 
big and little, with conferences and confabulations galore, the sort 
of thing that goes on during the first few days of a national party 
convention in the United States. Out of this series of manoeuver- 
ings some candidate usually emerges with enough backing to ensure 
him a majority when the assembly meets. He may be a candidate 
who was looked upon as a logical one from the start (the presid- 
ing officers of the two chambers are usually regarded as logi- 
cal candidates), or he may be someone to whom the various 
groups have been forced to turn in a spirit of compromise. Dark 
horses and favorite sons go to the Elysee as well as to the White 
House. 

This system of election does not ordinarily lend itself to the 
selection of strong, aggressive personalities. The successful candi- 
date must be someone upon whom enough senators and deputies of 
varying preferences can agree — and it is not the habit of compro- 
misers to pick strong men. Clemenceau once said ironically that 
he favored a certain candidate because of his “complete insignifi- 
cance.^' Vigorous leaders, with minds of their own, do not make 
good candidates under a system of election by party blocs. Nor, 
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if elected, are such men likely to make good presidents— as the 
history of the Third Republic has shown on at least two note- 
worthy occasions. 

At any rate the actual election, under ordinary conditions, is 
merely a dignified ceremony. The senators and deputies, on the 
day appointed, troop out from Paris to Versailles. The national 
assembly convenes in its great hall, and is called to order by the 
president of the Senate. Not infrequently the president of the 
Senate is himself one of the candidates for the presidency, but he 
takes the chair all the same. The French see nothing incongruous 
in having one of the rival candidates preside over a session at which 
his own election or defeat is to be determined. An urn is then 
placed on the tribune (a platform from which speakers address the 
assembly when it meets to discuss constitutional amendments), 
and the names of all the senators and deputies are called by a 
herald. Inasmuch as there are nearly nine hundred senators and 
deputies in all, this solemn calling of the roll consumes a good deal 
of time. As each member^s name is reached he walks to the tribune 
and formally deposits in the um a slip of paper bearing the name of 
his choice for the presidency. 

Any French citizen is eligible to be chosen unless he has been 
deprived of his political rights by the ju^^ of a court-, or unless 
he is a member of a family that has reigned in France' during the 
royalist or imperial epochs. This last-named exclusion was added 
to the constitution by one of the amendments of 1884. It was 
dictated, of course, by the fear that some Legitimist, or Orleanist, 
or Bonaparte might manage to get himself chosen president and 
thereupon repeat the coup d’4tat of 1851. The constitution does 
not expressly exclude women from being elected to the presidency; 
but as yet there is no woman suffrage in France and the national 
assembly contains no women members. 

Official tellers, whose duty it is to count the ballots, are drawn 
by lot from the entire xnembership of the assembly, and in an 
adjoining room they commence their work as soon as the last name 
has been called. If, when the result of the vote is announced, it 
appears that someone has received an absolute majority of all the 
votes cast, he is forthwith declared elected; but if no one has met 
this requirement of an absolute^m§jpri^^the assembly proceeds to 
ballot a second time, aSHTT necessary it keeps on balloting like an 
American party convention unti la, choice is made. As a rule^ how- 
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ever, the first ballot is decisive, because a suflicient bloc has been 
pledged in advance. On only three occasions has a second ballot 
been necessary, and in no case has the assembly had to ballot a 
third time. ^ The newly-elected president is then installed at the 
close of his predecessor’s term, but if he has been chosen to fill an 
unexpected vacancy he takes office at once, for there is no vice 
president in France.^ In the interval between the death or resigna- 
tion of one president and the installation of his successor the council 
of ministers is vested with the chief executive power and exercises 
it by the issue of ministerial decrees. 

Judged by the honors accorded him at his election and there- 
after, the President of the Republic is a very exalted personage, of the office. 
Pie is saluted by one hundred guns (the President of the United 
States gets only twenty-one) ; he travels in de luxe trains and 
glittering brigades of French troops turn out to be reviewed by him 
wherever he goes. Pie has all the homage that is accorded to royalty 
in monarchical countries. During his term he has the use of the 
Elysee Palace as an executive mansion, and of the Chateau de 
Rambouillet as a country residence; he is provided with a presi- 
dential box at the opera and has other perquisites of various sorts. 

His salary is 1,800,000 francs per annum (about 190,000. at the 
present rate of exchange) with an equaLampu^ and 

traveling expenses. 

" '"The Third Republic has had twelve presidents in sixty years 
(1870-1930), so that although the legal term is seven years (with since 1870. 
eligibility to reelection) the actual average has been only five years. 
Casimir-Perier and Deschanel resigned after holding office for a 
few months only. Four others resigned after varying periods of 
service— Thiers, MacMahon, Grevy, and Millerand. All four of 
them were virtually forced out of office by hostile parliaments. 

Two presidents died in office — Carnot, who was assassinated in 
1894, just as his first term was about to expire, and Faure who died 
suddenly when his term was a little more than half completed. 

Only three presidents have thus far closed their tenure of office 
otherwise than by death or resignation— Loubet, Falli^res, and 
Poincare. Thus the presidential office has been all too closely 
associated with personal and political vicissitudes. 

^ Second ballots were required to reelect Grevy in 1886, to elect Faure in 1895, 
and to elect Poincare in 1913. 

® When chosen to fill an unexpected vacancy a president does not merely serve 
for the unexpired term. He serves out the full seven years. 
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What manner of men have these twelve presidents of the Repub- 
lic proved themselves to be? Like the elective chiefs of state in 
other countries they have been of varying quality.^ Some have 
been strong-willed and capable; others mere figureheads; others, 
again, would be hard to rank in either category. But in comparison 
with American presidents since 1871 there is no trio among them 
that ranks up to the level of Cleveland, Roosevelt, and Wilson in 
ability, independence, and statesmanship. Whether, on the other 
hand, the Elysee has sheltered more mediocrities than the White 
House during the past sixty years is an arguable question,— al- 
though hardly worth the arguing. 

Adolphe Thiers, the first of the French presidents, was a states- 
man of world reputation, qualified both by personal capacity and 
long political experience for the highest office in any land. He had 
been a prime minister in the reign of Louis Philippe and was one of 
the great historians of the nineteenth century. His patriotism and 
his devotion to the interests of France were beyond question, as 
was shown in his handling of the peace negotiations in 1871. Con- 
servative in temperament he was not an avowed republican at the 
time of his election, but he became one before he resigned the 
office in 1873. The Third Republic owes a great deal to its first 
president, for he tided it through a very critical time. 

As successor to Thiers, the assembly elected a man of altogether 
different stripe, a soldier of Irish ancestry, a marshal of France and 
a protege of Napoleon III, by name Patrice-Maurice MacMahon. 
The Hibernian flavor of this name calls for a word of explanation. 
MacMahon’s ancestors emigrated from Ireland to France in the 
seventeenth century. Their descendants became thoroughly Gal- 
licized, but apparently did not lose their Celtic fondness for war and 
politics. Marshal MacMahon made his reputation in the Crimean 
war and in the War of 1859. He commanded the victorious French 
armies at the Battle of Magenta. Later, he held a high command in 
the Franco-Prussian war of 1870, but was wounded before the Sedan 
disaster came. After the war he put down the Commune in Paris. 

The election of Marshal MacMahon (like that of Field Marshal 
von Hindenburg in Germany fifty years later) was dictated by the 
royalists and imperialists in the hope that it would be a prelude 


^ A clever portrayal of the French presidents, by Professor Albert Guerard, un- 
der the heading, “In the Realm of King Log,” may be found in Scribner's Magazine 
for February, 1925. 
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to the extinction of the Republic. No one imputed to MacMahon 
the ambition to set himself upon a throne, but it was felt that he 
would readily make way for a king or emperor if a good opportunity 
for such shift should arise. But although frankly an anti-republican, 
MacMahon had too high a sense of personal honor to engage in 
any royalist manoeuvers, and the hour of destiny kept postponing 
its arrival. So the election of MacMahon, as it turned out, was not 
a prelude to the overthrow of the Republic, but a death-blow to 
royalist ambitions. 

Marshal MacMahon, like General Grant, made a better showing 
on the battlefield than in the executive chamber. Pie was too 
blunt, too imperious, too domineering. Eventually (1877) he came 
into controversy with the Chamber of Deputies by virtually re- 
pudiating the principle of ministerial responsibility.^ Urged by 
the anti-republicans to strain his powers a bit, he endeavored to 
install and keep in office a ministry which did not have the cham- 
ber’s confidence. Thereupon the fiery Gambetta, leader of the 
republicans, declared that MacMahon must either ^^give in or give 
up.” And when the chamber undertook to make the old soldier 
give in he had neither the desire nor the unsciaipulousness to put 
through a military coup d’etat as his imperial master had done a 
quarter of a century before. 

So, when a general election failed to change the complexion of 
the chamber, MacMahon submitted to its demands, installed a 
responsible ministry, and thus endowed the Republic with a new 
lease of life. But his surrender gave the chamber a truculent sense 
of its own power and the president was subjected to further humilia- 
tions. The breaking point was reached in 1879 when the chamber 
asked him to dismiss from the army certain of his former comrades- 
in-arms who were suspected of being too strongly Bonapartist in 
their affiliations. Thereupon he resigned from office, a year before 
his term would have expired. Plis retreat was dignified, but he left 
the presidency with its prestige diminished. 

The next president, Jules Grevy, was neither a scholar nor a 
soldier but a typical bourgeois and an enthusiastic republican. His 
election indicated that the Third Republic was getting set. The 
monarchists had so petulantly wrangled among themselves that the 
country just floated away from them. Grevy was a lawyer by pro- 
fession, seventy-two years of age at the time of his election, shrewdy 

^ See also below, pp. 412-413. 
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cautious, slow-moving, and close-fisted to a degree that soon be- 
came proverbial It was well that he could number shrewdness 
among his virtues, since there was need for all that he could com- 
mand. His tenure of the presidential office was a lively one be- 
cause the chamber kept upsetting his ministries one after another. 
After a while the people- grew tired of this political turmoil and a 
movement for the revision of the constitution began to make head- 
way. Thereupon the trouble-makers came to the front, particularly ' 
the redoubtable General Boulanger of whom more will be said a 
little later. ^ For a time it looked as if France might again pass 
under the segis of a military dictator. Grevy was neither popular 
nor positive; in temperament and character he was essentially 
negative; but his native astuteness enabled him to sidestep the pit- 
falls. He even managed to secure his own reelection in 1886, mainly 
because no strong candidate appeared in the field against him. 
But his second term was of short duration, for the Wilson scandals 
forced his resignation before the close of 1887.^ 

Gravy’s successor was a ‘^dark horse among the presidential 
candidates. There were three outstanding candidates for the post, 
no one of whom seemed likely to obtain a clear majority in the 
national assembly. As a compromise Clemenceau persuaded the 
leaders to agree upon Sadi Carnot and he was chosen on the first 
ballot. Carnot was a civil engineer by profession, a former minister 
of public works, and the heir to a historic name, a cultivated, in- 
dustrious, and well-intentioned statesman of fair ability whose 
chief desire was to make the wheels of government run smoothly.^ 
But in this he did not succeed. The Boulanger agitation, the Pan- 
ama scandals, and other high explosives shook the countiy. Radi- 
cals and revolutionaries used the opportunity to fish in the troubled 
waters. France was overrun with demolisseiirs. The air became 
surcharged with rumors of bribery and corruption, involving eveiy- 
one from ministers down. The whole country seethed with restless- 
ness. Presently one anarchist threw a bomb into the Chamber of 
Deputies; another stabbed the president and killed him. These 
outrages brought the excited nation back to its senses. 

The murder of Carnot was followed (as such tragedies alwa3^s are) 
by a wave of popular indignation. The country rang with demands 

^ Below, pp. 493-495. 

^ For a brief account of these scandals, see helow, p. 493. 

® He was a grandson of Lazare Carnot, the “organizer of victory’^ during the Great 
Revolution. 
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for law and order, for a suppression of radicalism, for the applica- 
tion of the iron hand. There was a reaction to conservatism, and 
on the crest of this wave a leader of the conservatives was swept 
into the presidency. This new incumbent of the office was Casimir- 
P4rier, a statesman of high reputation for energy, one whose an- 
cestry, social position, and affiliations seemed to provide a sufficient 
guarantee that he would bring the country back to normal condi- 
'■tions;. 

Casimir-Perier was no neophyte in French politics, for he had 
already served as president of the chamber and as prime minister. 
But he was too masterful a man to content himself with a career 
of inactivity and should never have been chosen to a figurehead 
post. When he found that there was no organized anarchism, and 
that the social order was safe, he chafed in his narrow cage. “I 
cannot reconcile myself,’^ he said, ^Ho the impotence to which I 
am condemned.” Moreover, he was too emotional and too sensitive 
to withstand the volleys of criticism and vituperation which came 
at him from behind the barricades of radicalism. The Dreyfus 
affair, which now came to the front, worried him greatly.^ Not 
having sought the presidency, Casimir-Perier saw no reason why 
he should worry himself to death in an office which afforded no 
scope for the exercise of his abilities. So he decided to resign and 
was out of the presidency in less than six months from the date of 
his election. 

For the second time within a twelvemonth the national assembly 
was convened to choose a president. On the first ballot the radicals 
were united while their opponents were not. But the latter closed 
up their ranks on the second ballot and secured the election of 
Felix Faure. Unlike his two immediate predecessors, Faure was a 
man of humble birth who had risen by his own diligence to be a 
wealthy shipowner and member of the ministry. He was known as 
a safe and sane type of statesman. There was no danger that he 
would become a boss or dictator. And the juncture called for 
sanity, for extreme caution, because the Dreyfus case was now 
turning the whole country into a bedlam. The new president dis- 
appointed his friends in this respect, for he showed poor judgment 
in allowing himself to be drawn into an alliance with the anti- 
Dreyfusards and thus becoming a center around which the 
storm could rage. Before the controversy was over he died sud- 

^ See feeZozf?, pp. 496-497. 
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denly, and of course the Paris gossips added ^^mysteriously/^ 
but there appears to be no real basis for their suspicions in 
this case. 

The next three presidents, Loubet, Fallieres and Poincare, 
served out their septennates without mishap. Together their terms 
covered the first two decades of the new century, Loubet and 
Falliferes were unaggressive, self-effacing men who had risen from 
the ranks of the peasantry. Both had singularly uneventful terms 
in office, for although there were some political flare-ups, more 
particularly over the relations of church and state, the grave 
dangers which threatened the Republic in its earlier days had now 
subsided. Loubet was occasionally suspected of having opinions 
of his own, but they never emerged from beneath his tall silk hat, 
Falliferes revived at the executive mansion the bourgeois virtues 
of economy and thrift, just as Calvin Coolidge did in the White 
House twenty years later — but with this difference, that Coolidge 
was admired by his countrymen for it while Fallieres got himself 
lampooned as the country's champion tightwad.^ 

The choice of Ra5rmond Poincar4 in 1913 was fortunate. A man 
of marked personal capacity and extensive political experience he 
had the task of carrying the presidency through the entire period 
of the world war. There were times when “defeatism^’ seemed to 
be on the point of getting the upper hand in French politics. A 
weak personality in the Elysee during those years would have 
been a national catastrophe. On Poincare^s retirement it was gen- 
erally assumed that the octogenarian Clemenceau, now known as 
^‘Old Father Victory’’ by reason of his having served as prime 
minister during the closing year of the great conflict, would be 
chosen as his successor. But Clemenceau was an anti-clerical and 
in his long political career had left a long trail of bruised enemies 
behind him. These now united to encompass his defeat. They 
succeeded in forming a bloc behind a rival candidate, Paul Des- 
chanel, and elected him. So the Old Tiger went his way, while 
the booming of guns welcomed the accession of a journalist-states- 
man from the next generation. 

^ On one occasion, it is said, he subscribed a thousand francs to a relief fund 
after a catastrophe had occurred in one of the French cities. Madame Fallieres 
reproved him for this largesse, whereupon the President retorted that he was going 
to even things up by cancelling, on account of the disaster, a scheduled reception 
at the Elysee. “So I am still ahead of the game,’* he chuckled, gagm encore,'* 
and the expression was seiised upon by every cartoonist in Paris. 
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The new president was not only young: he was brilliant^ ag- Deschanei 
gressive, and popular. But Deschanei was not a man of destiny 
and his tenure of the office proved to be even shorter and more 
tragic than that of Casimir-P^rier had been. A mental breakdown 
came upon him with inexplicable suddenness and snatched away 
the priae which he had labored many years to gain. The first 
public intimation of it came when the President of the Republic 
was found, early one morning, trudging along the railroad track 
in his pajamas. He had leaped from a train. They sent him to 
Rambouillet to recuperate, and he walked out into a pond. Then 
his friends persuaded him to resign. He was in office but a few 
months and died soon after he left it. 

As his successor the assembly chose Alexandre Millerand, a Milierand 
publicist who had figured prominently in French political life for 1924 ^ 
more than twenty years. He had begun his career as a socialist, 
at a time when socialism was low in the public favor, but later 
antagonized his socialist friends by entering a bourgeois ministry. 

Thereafter his rise was steady; he eventually became prime min- 
ister and gained the confidence of the conservative elements in the 
chamber. Although a heavy, sleepy-eyed, ill-garbed man in appear- 
ance there was nothing sluggish in Millerand's mentality, as France 
soon discovered. He was a man of ideas and of action, although 
his ideas were not always sound nor were his actions always wise. 

Millerand began his term with a declaration that the powers of His parti- 
the president ought to be increased. The presidential office, he theleTuits.'^ 
believed, ought to be approximated to that of the United States. 

There was nothing new or startling about this: other presidents 
had said it before. But Millerand intimated that he proposed to 
put his theory of presidential influence into operation whenever 
the opportunity might arise. It did not arise for a few years be- 
cause Poincare had come back into office as prime minister and 
the two high executives worked amicably together. The relations 
between the two became so close, in fact, that the president drew 
upon himself the bitter hostility of Poincare’s political opponents. 

They felt that this close alliance with the prime minister’s “na- 
tional bloc” was not in keeping with the strict political neutrality 
which the French constitutional system expects the chief of state 
to maintain. Accordingly, when Poincar^ lost control of the cham- 
ber at the elections of 1924, the incoming bloc des Gauches insisted 
that the president as well as the prime minister must resign. 
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Millerand at first declined to comply with this demand, but he 
found that no ministry possessing the confidence of the chamber 
could be formed so long as he retained the presidency. There was 
nothing to do but accept the situation and relinquish his office. 
In his place the national assembly elected Gaston Doumergue, 
presiding oflScer of the Senate, a colorless figure with a negative 
political record. It was said that Doumergue, while a member of 
parliament, had “never voted for a tax or against an appropria- 
tion.’^ He was counted upon neither to reign nor to govern, — an ex- 
pectation which he has fulfilled to the letter. The next election, in 
the ordinary course of events, takes place in May, 1931. 

It will be seen, therefore, that men of all sorts have held the 
chief executive office in France, as they have done in America, and 
are likely to do in any republic. King Log and King Stork have 
both had their turn. In France, as in America, the critics complain 
that great and striking men are ignored for mediocrities. Gambetta, 
Ferry, Dupuy, Waldeck-Rousseau, and Clemenceau failed to reach 
the Elysee, even as Webster, Clay, Calhoun, and Blaine failed to 
reach the White House. The reasons are much the same in both 
countries. Men of strong and aggressive personality do not usually 
make good candidates. By being strong they incur the suspicion 
of the party leaders. By being aggressive they create too many 
centers of antagonism. The party leaders in both countries prefer 
“safe” men who will not insist upon coloring the whole govern- 
ment with their own individuality. In France this is almost nec- 
essarily the case, for the experience of President Millerand showed 
that belligerent partisanship is out of place in the presidential 
office. A strong man naturally desires to govern, which is exactly 
what a French president is not supposed to do. 

The Fathers of the Third Republic made a serious mistake when 
they provided, on the one hand, that the president should be 
chosen by the representatives of the people and on the other hand 
that he should have only nominal powers. Under such an arrange- 
ment there are only two alternatives — either that men without 
dominating traits will be chosen, or that strong men will make 
trouble. The nation which entrusts only nominal authority to its 
chief of state must not expect to find a succession of Bonapartes, 
Bismarcks, Lincolns, and Gladstones in that high office. To obtain 
capacity in any public office you must bestow powder. If a country 
insists upon having a figurehead at the pinnacle of a government 
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the best way to secure him is by the law of primogeniture. There 
is some danger that even by taking the eldest son of an eldest son 
you will occasionally obtain a monarch who desires to govern as 
well as to reign, but the danger is less by this method than by any 
other. Among all forms of executive organization an elective mon- 
archy has probably the least to be said for it. 

What are the powers of the French president? In general they 
are surprisingly like those of the English king. He suminons the dent: 
tw o, chambers . of parliament ; he may propose. laws; he has ajus- 
pensory veto on laws passed by the French parliament (but he (a) in fonn. 
never exercises it) ; he appoints all the. higher officials; he negotiates 

treaties; he sees that the laws are executed; he is the commander- 

ih-chief of the arrny and navy; he has the power of pardon; and 
he may dissolve the Chamber of Deputies if the Senate concurs, 

but there has been no such dissolution for nearly half a century. 

All these powers are given him by the constitutional laws of (b) in fact. 
France, subject only to one proviso, namely, that. th.§y_shall be 
exercised by Mffi ministers. But this 

"proviso is an all-important one. It is so important, indeed, that 
its insertion makes all the difference between real power and the 
shadow of it. Those who have studied the government of England 
wiU heed no assurance on that point. The provision for ministerial 
responsibility means that France has the parliamentary type of 
government like England, and not the presidential type of govern- 
ment like the United States. Every, official act of the French 
president must have a ministerial countersignature. The only 
document that does not require it is his letter of resignation. 

To the mind of the average American the term republic suggests A 
a particular form of government, namely, the antithesis of mon- 
archy. Anything that calls itseK a republic, most Americans seem 
to think, must bear some resemblance to the American Republic. 

But there is no magic in terminology. You can have a republic 
which is a monarchy in nearly everything but name. And that is 
the sort of republic which the French people have chosen to set up. 

It is a unitary republic, wholly unlike that of the United States, 
which is federal. It is a parliamentary republic, wholly unlike 
that of the United States, which is presidential. It is a republic 
without a system of checks and balances. If you want to find the 
prototype of the French president look therefore to Buckingham 
Palace, not to the White House. 
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The President of the French Republic summons the Senate and 
the Chamber of Deputies for their annual sessions, and prorogues 
them when their work is done. Both of these things he does on the 
advice of his ministers. But if he fails to convoke them prior to the 
second Tuesday in January, the two chambers meet of their own 
accord. And their sessions must not be brought to an end by the 
president until they have sat for at least five months. Meanwhile 
he may adjourn the chambers, but not for more than a month at 
a time and not more than twice in the same session. All this, of 
course, differs essentially from American practice, for the Pres- 
ident of the United States does not regularly summon, adjourn, 
or dissolve either branch of Congress. 

The constitutional laws of 1875 give the French president the 
right to initiate proposals of legislation; but this means nothing, 
for he can only initiate through his ministers. And it is simpler 
for the ministers to bring in the proposals directly. The president 
does not address either of the two chambers in person, but he may 
communicate with them by sending messages to be read from the 
tribune by some member of the ministry. No president during the 
past fifty years, however, has sent such messages except to express 
thanks for his election or to announce his resignation. There 
would be no point in his sending messages of any other sort for 
they would have to be countersigned by a minister; hence a pres- 
idential message would amount to nothing more than a ministerial 
communication which the. minister could better make on his 
own responsibility. The president’s initiative in lawmaking is 
of no greater importance, therefore, than that of the English 
king. 

The President of the Republic has a suspensory veto. When a 
law has been passed by both branches of the French parliament 
it does not go into effect at once. It must first be officially pro- 
mulgated, in other words the president must publish it and declare 
it to be in force. This he ordinarily does within one month, but 
if parliament designates the law to be urgent he must promulgate 
it within three days. If, however, he disapproves the measure, 
he is empowered to withhold promulgation and return it to the 
chamber for reconsideration. Then, if the chambers stand their 
ground, he must promulgate the measure at once. No two-thirds 
vote of the chambers is necessary in France, as in the United 
States, to override the president’s veto. 
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The suspensory veto in France is of no practical consequence 
because it is never exercised. No president since 1875 has sent 
back any measure for reconsideration, and it is not likely that any 
president ever will. The reason is that he could not take such ac- 
tion except on the advice of his ministers, and these ministers are 
in control of the French parliament, otherwise they would not be 
ministers. So, if the ministers disapprove a measure they oppose 
its passage in the Chamber of Deputies, and if they do not succeed 
in defeating it they resign from office. They could hardly let such 
a measure pass both chambers and then advise the president to 
send it back for reconsideration. It is difficult to conceive of a re- 
sponsible ministry being able to advise any sort of executive veto 
on the action of a legislative body by which they are controlled. 
The insertion of this provision in the French constitutional law of 
1875 indicates that its framers did not clearly understand all the 
implications of ministerial responsibility. So the fact is that the 
President of the Republic has no veto power; he promulgates every 
law as a matter of routine. In doing this he does not affix his 
signature to the law but to the decree of promulgation which ac- 
companies it. 

All this must not be understood to imply, however, that the 
President of the French Republic has no share in the process of 
lawmaking. He neither proposes laws nor vetoes them; but his 
office has a very considerable part in the elaboration of laws after 
they are passed. This is because there has been developed in France 
a form of legislative activity with which Americans are only to a 
slight degree familiar, namely, the practice of supplementing laws 
by the issue of ordinances, decrees, and administrative instructions. 
The laws passed by the French parliament are usually couched in 
general terms. Unlike the statutes which are enacted by the 
British parliament or the American congress, they do not try to 
include every detail and to provide for every possible contingency 
that may arise. On the contrary, they lay down certain broad 
principles and leave the details to be supplied by executive decrees 
issued in the name of the president.^ 

These presidential decrees must not, of course, modify any sub- 
stantive provision of the law; but so long as they keep within its 

^ Most of the general statutes conclude with some such provision as this; “An 
ordinance of public administration shall determine the measures appropriate for 
securing the exercise of this law.” Sometimes the provision is more specific in 
prescribing the scope and nature of the ordinance. 
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general purport they can stiffen or liberalize the details at will. 
Any controversy as to whether the ordinance is out of harmony 
with the general provisions of the law goes to the highest adminis- 
trative court for decision, that is, to the council of stated For this 
reason all ordinances of public administration are submitted to the 
council of state for scrutiny before being promulgated. In some 
instances the chambers have gone so far as to turn certain matters 
over to the president for regulation by ordinance without laying 
down any statutory rules at all All this gives the president some 
influence upon the details of legislation although one should hasten 
to add that the president takes no personal responsibility for the 
drafting of these decrees. The work is done by his ministers, or, 
more accurately, by subordinates of the ministers. 

Americans who go to France have observed the billboards cov- 
ered with multifarious ordinances and decrees, issued by ministers, 
prefects, subprefects, mayors — by officials of all ranks from the 
president down. They often remark that the French seem to have 
a free-for-all scheme of lawmaking, and congratulate themselves 
that there is nothing like that in the U.S.A. But they are wrong. 
There is a good deal of it in the United States. Congress leaves a 
great many things to be settled by executive orders and regula- 
tions. Take the immigration laws, the postal laws, the laws govern- 
ing interstate commerce, and, as the best illustration of all, the 
federal tax laws. They are not posted upon the billboards, to be 
sure, but there are whole volumes of orders and regulations that 
have been issued by the executive branch of the American national 
government under the general provisions of these statutes. When 
the secretary of labor, “by order of the President,’^ issues a set of 
rules relating to the handling of immigrants at the port of New 
York, he is doing precisely what the French ministers do by ordi- 
nance or decree. It is true, of course, that there is not yet so much 
executive legislation in the United States as in France, but it is 
growing rapidly. 

The President of the French Eepublic with the approval of the 
Senate, has power to dissolve the Chamber of Deputies at any 
time, but only in one instance has there been such a dissolution. 
This was on the occasion of the famous Seize Mai in 1877 when 
President MacMahon appealed to the country in the hope that it 
would support his attempt to keep a reactionary ministry in power. 

^ See below, pp. 544-546. 
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But the country refused to uphold the president action and by so 
doing ultimately forced him to resign. 

Thereby was established the principle that a president who dis- 
solves the chamber gives his own tenure of ofHce as a hostage to 
success. If a ministry cannot retain control of a majority in the 
Chamber of Deputies it must not, according to the usages of French 
government, advise the president to dissolve the chamber. It is not 
the custom in France, as in England, to regard the ministers as 
having the right to appeal from the chamber to the electorate. 
In France such action is deemed to have the flavor of a coup d’etat. 
So, if a ministry loses control of a majority in the chamber it must 
resign. It does not have the alternative of procuring a dissolution. 
If a ministry, while still retaining control of a majority in the 
chamber, should advise a dissolution (with the concurrence of the 
Senate) the president would have to act in accordance with this ad- 
vice; but it is hard to imagine a French ministry doing anything 
of the sort. 

All civil officials, all officers of the army and the navy, are ap- 
pointed in the name of the president. But the actual appointing 
power resides in France just where it resides in England. In neither 
country is there any personal discretion on the part of the titular 
chief executive. In France all the higher officials of administra- 
tion are nominated to the president by his ministers, and are then 
formally appointed by presidential decree. It is true that the presi- 
dent sometimes recommends certain candidates to the favorable 
attention of the ministers, just as any citizen of the Republic has 
the right to do; but the ministers are under no obligation to heed 
such recommendations. An appointment is virtually made when 
the ministers agree on it, and occasionally it is announced before the 
presidential decree has been prepared. Casimir-Perier, during his 
short and fretful term of office, complained that his first knowledge 
of high appointments often came to him through the morning news- 
papers, the ministerial nominations reaching him later in the day. 

Appointments to subordinate posts are made by the ministers 
directly, and these include the largest number of positions. In 
each case a decree of appointment is issued over the signature of 
the minister concerned. The president, on the advice of his min- 
isters, may also remove officials from office, subject to a few consti- 
tutional exceptions. Ordinarily no new positions may be created 
except by action of parliament, which alone has power to appropri- 
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ate money for salaries; but in certain contingencies new offices may 
be established by presidential decree. Parliament also prescribes 
the qualifications for every office, and it has dealt with such mat- 
ters at great length. In France, as in other countries, the power to 
grant pardons is given to the chief executive. This authority he 
exercises, in all cases, on the advice of the minister of Justice. The 
constitution expressly provides, however, that an amnesty (that 
is, a general pardon to all offenders of a designated class) must have 
the assent of both chambers. 

The President of the Republic is commander-in-chief of the 
army, the navy, and the air forces. On the advice of the minister 
of war and the minister of marine he determines where each unit 
of the armed forces shall be stationed. But the size of the military, 
naval, and air establishments is determined by parliament which 
fixes the annual quota of recruits and appropriates the money 
required by all branches of the service. By the provisions of the 
French constitutional laws a declaration of war requires the assent 
of both chambers; but it is self-evident that the ministers, who 
control both the diplomatic policy and the disposition of the armed 
forces, may create a situation in which the chambers have no alter- 
native but to give this assent. The same is true in the United States 
where Congress alone can declare war, but where the president and 
his cabinet can force a controversy to a point at which no congres- 
sional discretion would remain. 

In international relations, however, the President of the Re- 
public is a figure of far less importance than is the President of the 
United States. It is true that ambassadors who come to Paris as 
the diplomatic representatives of other countries are accredited to 
him. It is also true that, in form at any rate, he appoints the French 
ambassadors at other capitals. The instructions to these diplo- 
matic representatives are also given in his name. But the actual 
framing of the instructions is in the hands of the minister of foreign 
affairs and his immediate subordinates. So it is with treaties. They 
are negotiated, in the name of the president, by the same minister. 
They are signed by the minister of foreign affairs or by somebody 
whom this minister designates. As a matter of courtesy the presi- 
dent is kept informed regarding the course of diplomatic affairs 
and the negotiation of treaties. As a matter of courtesy, also, the 
ministers often seek his opinion, but they are under no obligation 
to be guided by it. 
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The French president's influence upon foreign policy, in a word, An Ameri- 
can only be exercised in an indirect and unofEcial way. The pIrisoT" 
American reader need not be reminded that no such procedure is 
followed at Washington. In America the president may (and 
sometimes does) give diplomatic instructions directly from his own 
pen, without consulting any of his official advisers, not even the 
secretary of state. During the world war it was President Wilson^s 
custom to prepare diplomatic communications on his own type- 
w^riter and then send them to the state department to be signed 
without alteration. 

It is not a constitutional requirement in France, nor yet does Treaties, 
usage require that all treaties shall be laid before parliament for 
ratification. The terms of treaties need not be communicated to 
the chambers if the “interest and safety of the state” require them 
to be kept secret; but treaties of peace, treaties of commerce, 
treaties which involve financial obligations, and those which relate 
to the personal status or the property rights of French citizens in 
foreign countries do not become effective until they have been 
communicated to both chambers and ratified by a majority vote in 
both of them. The same is true of treaties which involve any 
change in the boundaries of territories belonging to France.^ But 
military agreements and treaties of alliance do not come within the 
foregoing category and they have usually been kept secret. The 
terms of the French alliance with Russia, and of the entente with 
England prior to the world war, for example, were never submitted 
to the French parliament. But the Covenant of the League of 
Nations, to which France is now a party, requires that all treaties 
(including treaties of alliance) shall be registered with the secreta- 
riat of the League and made public. 

The French president is not amenable to the jurisdiction of the How the 
ordinary courts. He may not be arrested, tried, or condemned for ^ay^be^re- 
any offense, civil or criminal. But provision is made for his im- 
peachment in case he is charged with the crime of high treason. 

The charge must be brought by the Chamber of Deputies, and the 
impeachment is tried by the Senate, A majority is sufficient to 
convict, and no limit is placed upon the penalty which may be 
imposed. In both these respects the French procedure differs from 

^ The establishment of a protectorate, however, does not require action on the 
part of the chambers. Nor has the rule relating to boundaries been strictly adhered 
to. The Franco-British agreement of 1889 which established certain boundaries on 
the west coast of Africa was not submitted to the chambers for their assent. 
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that laid down by the constitution of the United States which re- 
quires a two-thirds vote for conviction and restricts the penalty to 
removal from office and disqualification. No president of the 
French Republic has ever been impeached. 

The narrowness of the president’s part in legislation, in the 
making of appointments, and in the conduct of foreign affairs 
must not be overemphasized. For be it borne in mind that the 
president chooses the prime minister (who, in turn, selects the 
other ministers) and he sometimes finds himself able to exercise 
considerable discretion in making the choice. He is not always 
under obligation to choose a designated individual as Ms ■prime 
minister. This is because there is no. dominant party in the French 
chamber but only a dominant bloc. And this bloc may contain 
more than one leader who is in a position to command its support. 
On such occasions the president may use his own judgment in 
selecting a prime minister, but these occasions are becoming less 
common and in any event his range of choice is never very wide. 
Usually he confers with the presiding officers of both chambers, 
obtains their advice as to the man who is best qualified to form a 
new ministry, and then follows it. Remember, too, that the presi- 
dent is himself no tyro in practical politics. He has had to do with 
parties and factions and blocs. He knows who’s who in the chamber. 
And not often does he fail to pick the right man, that is, a prime 
minister who can command a majority. 

To choose anyone who cannot hold the confidence of the chamber 
is to bring trouble upon his own shoulders, for it is the prime min- 
ister, not the president, who steers the ship of state. Raymond 
Poincare was President of the Republic from 1913-1920. His name 
and fame were little known outside the bounds of France during 
these seven eventful years. But when Poincare became prime 
minister in 1921 his name went almost daily into the headlines of 
the newspapers in all parts of the globe. What he had to say about 
the occupation of the Rhine frontier or about German reparations 
was eagerly read everywhere, for the world realized that he had 
now become the real and not the nominal spokesman of his people. 
The President of the Republic gets the honors and the salutes; but 
it is the prime minister whose utterances go on the wires and 
cables. 

Many Frenchmen are far from satisfied with the r61e which the 
constitutional laws have given to their chief of state, ^Ht is a 
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fundamental principle of the constitution/' says one cynical 
writer, ‘Hhat the president shall hunt rabbits and not concern 
himself with affairs of government." But three and a half million 
francs per annum would seem to be a high price to pay for a rabbit- 
hunter, who is not always an expert at that.^ Another French 
critic speaks of the president as condemned to ^'listen at confer- 
ences where he is supposed to express no opinion and to promul- 
gate decrees which he cannot disapprove." This lack of power has 
naturally impaired the prestige of the office for no man can be 
compelled year after year, to act upon the advice given him by 
second-rate politicians without losing the public respect. 

So there are some who believe that the presidential office should 
either be abolished altogether, or else made a position of real 
power, as it is in America. From time to time the various radical 
parties have urged the substitution of a plural executive as in 
Switzerland, and on one occasion a constitutional amendment to 
this end was proposed in the national assembly, but it was ruled 
out of order. Of late years the proposal to abolish the presidency 
has been dropped and the suggestion that its powers be increased 
has been obtaining more serious discussion. 

But nobody has been able to suggest a way of increasing the 
president's authority without changing both the spirit and the 
form of French government. A ministry must be responsible either 
to the chief of state or to the legislative body. It cannot be responsi- 
ble to both, for no ministry can serve two masters. There is no 
way to increase the authority of the president except by taking 
power from the ministers, and through them from parliament. 
This, the French parliament is not in the least inclined to do. It 
does not propose that the executive shall become a coordinate 
branch of the government as it is in the United States. Far from 
showing any disposition to relinquish any of their powers, the 
chambers have steadily striven to usurp what little authority the 
president has not already lost. It was thought in some quarters 
that the election of Poincare to the presidency in 1913 would be 
followed by a rise in the prestige of the office, for Poincare was the 

^ It is the president’s obligation to hold official shooting parties at Rambouillet, 
even though he may be veiy gun-shy himself. Some years ago it was gossiped all 
over France that a certain general owed his promotion to the fact that he had been 
riddled, a posteriori, with rabbit-shot from a gun in the hands of an erratic chief of 
state who persuaded the minister of war to salve the wounded warrior’s feelings by 
an advance in rank. 
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ablest and best-equipped statesman who had gone to the Elysfe 
since the time of Thiers. But even under Poincare the powers of 
the presidency did not expand. Again, in 1920, when Millerand 
rode to the palace amid the booming of a hundred guns it was pre- 
dicted that here at last was a man who would not fear to put the 
issue to the test. But the prophets were once more astray as the 
triumph of the chamber demonstrated in 1924. When the chamber 
forced Millerand out of office, before his term was half run, it 
settled the question of political supremacy for some time to come. 
So the President of the Republic remains, and doubtless will re- 
main, a Toi faineant , — a phantom king without a crown. 


The position and powers of the president are fully discussed in Adh^mar 
Esmein, Droit constitutionnel franqais (8th edition, 2 vols., Paris, 1927), 
Vol. I, pp. 32-207; Maurice Hauriou, Precis de droit constitidionnel (12th 
edition, Paris, 1929); Leon Duguit, Traite de droit constitutionnel (2nd 
edition, 5 vols., Paris, 1921-1925); G. de Lubersac, Les pouvoirs constitu- 
tionnels du Prudent de la Republique (Paris, 1911); Jean Devaux, Le 
Tigirne des dicrets (Paris, 1926) ; Henri Leyret, Le president de la ripuhlique 
(Paris, 1912); and E. M. Sait, Government and Politics of France (New 
York, 1920), chap. ii. On the characteristics of the presidents see E. A. 
Vizetelly, Republican France: Her Presidents, Statesmen, Policy, Vicissitudes 
and Social Life (London, 1914), and the various liistories of the Third 
Republic mentioned on p. 395. 



CHAPTER XXII 


THE MINISTRY AND THE ADMINISTRATIVE 
SYSTEM 

France is governed, eight months of the year by a parliament, and four 

months of the year by a ministry— JEmife FopueJ. 

Many years ago Raymond Poincare, at that time minister of The denva- 
finances, was strolling along a country road in one of the French term, 
provinces when he heard a voice cry out from behind him: “Get 
along with you, you confounded minister.” Less surprised at being 
insulted than at being recognized, he turned around and saw a 

peasant trying to make a donkey move faster. “There’s no making 

this minister go,” growled the peasant. Thus M. Poincare learned 
that in certain corners of France an ass is called a ministre, not out 
of disrespect for this humble beast of burden, but because he is 
the chief servant of the peasantry, entrusted with all manner of 
work that needs to be done. And after all, Poincar4 goes on to ask, 
are not ministers of state the servants of the nation? For the term, 
in Latin, means the lowliest, just as its antithesis (magister) means 

the greatest. » , i . , 

tThe ministers of the Republic are the servants of the people, Th^baasof 
afeountable to the representatives of the people in parliament, jln responsibil- 
France, as has been shoTO, the president is chosen by the two > y- 
chambers, but is not responsible to either of them. He cannot be 
brought to task for any official act. There is only one way m which 
the chambers can directly exert their power upon the president, 
which is by impeaching him for high treason. The President of 
the Republic is thus in the position of a constitutional monarch. 

He can do no wrong, or at any rate no wrong that is cognizable m 
the ordinary way. But if the president stands 
the chambers, his ministers do not, and it is through them t a 
the French parliament exercises a full and uninterrupted contro 
over the official acts of the chief of state. In England this control 
is the outcome of usage; in France it rests upon the explicit terms 

of a. written constitution. 
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France, nevertheless, borrowed the idea of ministerial responsi- 
bility from England. The leaders of French liberalism, after the 
overthrow of Napoleon, believed that the smooth functioiiing of 
English government was largely due to the existence of a responsi- 
ble ministry, a ministry responsible to parliament. So they trans- 
planted this institution to France, in the hope that it would take 
root. Through the period of the Restoration and under the Or- 
leans monarchy it struggled along; but during the Second Empire 
it withered to a yellow stalk. The founders of the Third Republic 
determined that it must be nourished and revived, so they made 
provision to that end and their efforts have proved during the 
past fifty years to have been moderately successful. 

The constitutional laws of 1875 provide (1) that ^^every act of 
the president shall be countersigned by a minister, and (2) that 
^^the ministers shall be collectively responsible to the chambers for 
the general policy of the government, and individually for their 
personal acts.^^ Here, in thirty-three words, is an attempt to set 
down the essential principles of cabinet responsibility as they have 
been slowly evolved in England during a period of several hundred 
years. The chief of state is not responsible to the representatives 
of the people, but he must act through ministers who are responsi- 
ble. Thus the French constitution, in explicit terms, requires the 
ministers to exercise the functions of the presidency just as in 
England usage requires the cabinet to exercise the functions of the 
crown. In the United States, by way of striking contrast, there is 
no requirement, either in the constitution or by usage, that all 
acts of the president shall be countersigned by anybody whomso- 
ever, much less by anyone who is responsible to congress. 

The constitutional laws of France make mention, several times, 
of a council of ministers, but do not prescribe how many ministers 
there shall be, or how they shall be chosen. Everybody assumed 
that the president would appoint them, and he has done so. But 
although the president appomfe the ministers this does not mean 
that he selects them. He selects only the prime minister, who, in 
turn, picks all the others.^ The procedure is almost exactly like 
that followed in England. The president picks his man for the 
prime ministership and requests him to undertake the task of get- 
ting together a council of ministers or cabinet which can command 

The official title is not prime minister but president of the council of ministers, 
although premier is the customary title. 
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the confidence of parliament. That done, he merely awaits the 
outcome. 

In making his selection of a prime minister the President of the To wbat ex- 
Republic does not have, as a practical matter, any wide freedom of the presi 
choice; but he has somewhat more latitude than is given to the aS^Sose? 
king in Great Britain. There the king must send for the recognized 
leader of the opposition in parliament. He can do nothing else. 

But in France there is often no recognized leader of the opposition, 
or, to put it more accurately, there may be several who have ap- 
proximately equal claims to be regarded as opposition leaders. 

And this for the reason that there are a dozen party groups in the 
Chamber of Deputies, each with its own leader, and sometimes 
with more than one leader. Several parties are usually combined 
into a bloc; but the bloc does not always have a single outstanding 
leader. In such cases the President of the Republic, when one prime 
minister goes out of office, is able to use some discretion in deter- 
mining which one of these various leaders he will summon to form 
a new ministry. 

His task is somewhat simplified by the fact that the exigencies The logical 
of the moment usually point to some one individual as the logical 
successor of an outgoing premier. If he is seriously in doubt he 
confers with those who are best able to judge the relative strength 
of the various party groups and takes their advice as to the individ- 
ual most likely to succeed in gathering a majority behind him. 

More particularly he consults with the president of the Senate and 
the president of the Chamber of Deputies. They know the twists 
and turns of party alignment in the respective chambers over 
which they preside. 

The President of the Republic is assumed to be a neutral in Occasion- 
polities; he must show no favoritism. It is his business to pick a liicretion! 
winner and he is open to criticism if he does not do it at the first 
attempt. Occasionally he is fortunate enough to have available 
two or three good politicians, any one of whom would probably be 
able to form a working coalition among the various party groups. 

In such case the president can use his own judgment and summon 
any one of them. But this opportunity does not come to him very 
often, and when it does it sometimes places him in an embar- 
rassing dilemma. 

Having settled upon his man, the President of the Republic re- Tiie pr 9 cess 
quests him to form a ministry. The request may be declined, as ministry. 
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has frequently happened, whereupon the president turns to some- 
one else. There have been times, indeed, when three declinations 
have followed in succession. But as a rule the president gains a 
provisional acceptance from the first statesman whom he sum- 
mons, and the work of cabinet-making begins. 

The pour- The prospective prime minister hastens to confer with the 
pSty leld^ leaders of several party groups, and by offering each group one or 
more representatives in his ministry endeavors to assure himself of 
a majority in the Chamber of Deputies. According to the gossip 
that one reads in the Paris newspapers during a ministerial crisis, 
all his hours are spent in a hurried round of interviews, overtures, 
pourparlers, and solicitations. He finds that one leader will come 
into his ministry if another is kept out, or that he will stay out 
unless another is brought in. The demarches mB;y go on for days 
before the prime minister succeeds in getting his slate made up. 
The final Perhaps, in spite of all his manoeuvering he will fail to solve the 
puzzle, in which case he returns to the president and suggests that 
somebody else be asked to take the task in hand. On one occasion 
there were five abortive attempts to form a ministry before a solu- 
tion of the problem was found. But when the new prime minister 
succeeds, he submits to the president the names of his ministerial 
associates and they are at once summoned to take charge of their 
respective offices.^ The president has had no share in the choosing 
of these ministers, at any rate no open share. He has no power to 
reject any name submitted to him. He must take the new ministry 
intact. Then the prime minister confronts the Chamber, asks for 
its support and usually suggests that it pass a formal resolution of 
confidence. When this resolution is adopted, the ministry is se- 
curely in ofiBce until the Chamber of Deputies withdraws its confi- 
dence, which it may do at any time. On a few occasions a ministry 
has been formed with the full expectation that it would command a 
majority, but on going before the chamber the new prime minister 
has found his calculations upset. 

French min- It is not necessary in France, as in England, that all members of 
the ministry shall be members of parliament. Nor, on the other 
hand, are they forbidden to be members, as in the United States, 
ment. The Constitutional laws are silent on this question of membership. 

^ The new prime minister is appointed by presidential decree with the couiiter- 
signature of the retiring prime minister. The other ministers are appointed with 
the countersignature of the new prime minister. 
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But as a matter of usage the prime minister is always chosen from 
among the leaders in parliamentj and almost invariably he is a 
member of the lower chamber. With rare exceptions, too, the 
ministers are selected from among active parliamentarians. In 
the early years of the Third Republic it was thought advisable to 
select the minister of war from among the high officers of the 
army, and the minister of marine from the list of French admirals; 
but this practice has not been regularly followed in recent years. 

A French minister who is without a seat in either chamber is now 
rather uncommon. 

The size of the ministry is not fixed by the constitutional laws Size of the 
or. by ordinary statute. The president, with the advice of the 
prime minister, decides how many members there shall be in each ^ - 

new ministry. A presidential decree fixes the number whenever the i ^ 

new ministry comes into office. The silence of the laws does not 
imply, however, that the Chamber of Deputies has no control over 
the size of the ministry; on the contrary, it can reduce or increase 
its membership at any time by virtue of its control over the appro- 
priations for ministerial salaries. When, therefore, the president 
fixes the size of the ministry, his action is contingent upon the 
readiness of the chamber to vote the sums required. 

A uniform salary is paid to all members of the ministry. 
Ministerial salaries do not vary, as in Great Britain, from one de- 
partment to another. Even the prime minister in France receives 
the same salary as his associates. Each minister, in addition to his 
salaiy, is entitled to occupy an official residence which is maintained 
at the public expense. Inasmuch as ministers sometimes change 
two or three times in a single year this residence arrangement has 
its inconveniences in the way of movings in and out. 

Before the world war the French ministry contained twelve 
members; during the war the number was shifted several times. 

After 1918 it settled down to about fifteen. The Tardieu ministry ; i 
(1930) had the following portfolios: (1) Justice, (2) foreign affairs, , ; ^ , 

(3) interior, (4) finance, (5) war, (6) marine, (7) public instruction 
and fine arts, (8) public works, posts and telegraphs, (9) commerce 
and industry, (10) agriculture, (11) colonies, (12) labor and public 
health, (13) pensions and (14) liberated regions. 

The prime minister selects one of the foregoing departments for 
himself, usually the one for which he deems himself best fitted, takes^ne^ 
If he does not take the department of Justice, the minister of 
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justice ranks next to the prime minister and is vice president of the 
council of ministers. In any event the minister of justice is presi- 
dent of the council of state (the highest administrative court in 
France) and keeper of the seals, which makes him the lineal suc- 
cessor of the pre-revolutionary chancellor. The other ministers 
have departmental duties which, in a general way, are indicated 
by their respective titles. 

The minister of justice occupies a post somewhat akin to that 
of the attorney-general in the United States. He nominates or 
appoints the judges and other judicial officers. All applications for 
pardons are dealt with by him, and his recommendations are 
followed by the president. The minister of foreign affairs conducts 
the relations of France with other countries; he has supervision of 
the diplomatic and consular services. The post is of such high im- 
portance that the prime minister, in recent years, has frequently 
taken it for himself. 

The minister of the interior has functions widely different from, 
those which are performed by the secretary of the interior in the 
United States. He is the ^gaeral supervisor of .the ion 
in France, All the prefects report to him (see pp. 556-561) ; and the 
work of the local police throughout the Republic is under his direc- 
tion. He is sometimes referred to as the ^^minister of public 
order, which is a more descriptive designation than the one which 
he ofEeially bears. 

The minister of finances is a chancellor of the exchequer and 
secretary of the treasury combined. He prepares the budget and 
presents it to the Chamber of Deputies. He is responsible for the 
collection of the national revenues; he has charge of expenditures 
and loans, and supervision of the currency and banking. In addi- 
tion he is responsible for the management of the government 
monopolies, particularly the tobacco monopoly. 

The minister of public works, posts and telegraphs is in charge 
of public buildings and national highways. He is also postmaster- 
general of France and manages the telegraph and telephone services 
which are owned by the national government. The minister of 
public instruction and fine arts exercises a general supervision over 
the system of public education, including the elementary, second- 
ary, and technical schools. His supervisory jurisdiction includes the 
University of Paris, as well as the national libraries, museums, and 
other public institutions of an educational nature. 
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The minister of colonies nominates the governors and other 
officials in the French colonial possessions and has the same general 
functions as those which pertain to the secretary for the colonies in 
Great Britain. The ministers of war, of the marine (navy), pensions, 
of commerce and industry, of public health, and of agriculture have 
duties which require no detailed enumeration. The minister of the 
liberated regions has charge of reconstruction work in the territory 
which was devastated during the world war. 

The conscientious minister, says Poincare, has his day well filled. 
In the morning, when he enters his study, he finds a formidable 
mass of correspondence on his desk. The correspondence which is 
not addressed to him privately is of course opened and examined 
by employes, but a large number of letters remain which he is 
compelled to read through. Most of these come from senators or 
deputies, who have acquired the annoying habit of recommending 
candidates for every species of post. Shortly before nine o’clock 
the minister gets into his coupe or motor car, the coachman or 
chauffeur of which wears a tricolor cockade. He is driven to the 
Elysee if there is a council of ministers, or to the ministry over 
which the prime minister presides if there is a cabinet council. 
The council sits till noon or even later. 

On days when it does not sit the minister receives officials or 
members of parliament. There is an interminable procession of 
people soliciting favors. After lunch the minister goes to the Cham- 
ber or the Senate. When he returns he finds all the desks and tables 
in his office loaded with great portfolios, crammed with every kind 
of document. These are orders or decrees prepared by the different 
branches of his department, awaiting the ministerial signature. 
If he does not choose to sign them blindly, he must spend long hours 
in delving through these huge piles of papers. He then receives 
his chief subordinates, who come to discuss matters of current 
business. To acquit himself decently of a task so heavy and so 
varied, it is not enough to possess sagacity. Unless the minister 
is gifted with a great aptitude for work and a rare promptness of 
judgment he will be merely the tool of his underlings who get 
things ready for him.^ 

IhJFrance, as in England, each minister occupies a dual position. 
He belongs to . a council of ministers which deliberates on matters 
orgenefal poircy and endeavors to guide by its decisions the work 

^ B.aymoiid Poincare, How France is Governed (New York, 1913), pp. 198—199. 
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of parliament. As such he attends all meetings of the ministry 
and takes part in its discussions. He also attends the sessions of 
the chamber in which he is a member, and goes to the other cham- 
ber when matters alBfecting his own department are under discus- 
sion. The constitutional laws provide that the ministers have 
ex officio the right to attend sessions of both chambers and to be 
heard in either when they request a hearing. Thus a minister who 
is a senator may speak also in the Chamber of Deputies; while a 
minister who is a deputy must be heard by the Senate when he so 
desires. And a minister who has no seat in either chamber may 
nevertheless attend and speak in both. This is an interesting and 
significant feature of French government. 

The ministers do, in fact, attend the parliamentary sessions 
regularly, especially in the chambers to which they individually 
belong. They spend a good deal of time either at the Luxembourg 
or at the Palais Bourbon when parliament is sitting. This means 
that it is impossible for them to give such personal attention to 
their several departments as members of the American cabinet 
are expected to do. Consequently there has developed during 
recent years the practice of providing certain ministers with under- 
secretaries who virtually take full charge of some branch of de- 
partmental work. The duties of each undersecretary are prescribed 
by a presidential decree. 

Although these undersecretaries are not members of the min- 
istry, they are regularly summoned to its meetings in order that 
they may give their advice on matters concerning which they have 
special knowledge. Therein they differ from the undersecretaries 
in Great Britain and the assistant secretaries in the United States 
who do not regularly attend the meetings of the cabinet.^ In 
France, the undersecretaries are usually, but not always, members 
of parliament; but in any case they have the right to be heard in 
either chamber. They reply to any interpellations that may relate 
to their own work, and if the reply is not satisfactory they can 
be forced out of office by an adverse vote of the chamber. 

In this sense the undersecretaries are directly responsible to 
parliament, yet they are not permitted to countersign decrees of 
the president or to issue ministerial decrees over their own signa- 

^ At Washington, when a member of the cabinet is out of town, the senior assist- 
ant secretary in his department is sometimes invited to be present at meetings of 
the cabinet. 
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tures. When a ministry goes out of office the undersecretaries go 
too, but all other administrative officials remain. This permanence 
of tenure among the administrative staff, in all its subordinate 
ranks, is of great consequence to the orderly conduct of business 
in France where ministries have changed so frequently that the 
whole fabric of administration would long since have broken 
down were it not for this permanence on the part of those who do 
the routine work. 

The ministry holds two formal meetings a week, usually at nine 
in the morning. At these meetings, which are known as sessions of 
the council of ministers and are held at the Elysee, the President 
of the Republic presides. But at sessions of the .cabinet cqundl 
the President of the Republic does not attend, and the prime min- 
ister (or, in his absence the minister of justice) takes the chair. 
The real business is done in these cabinet consultations; the policy 
of the ministry is there determined upon, and matters are put in 
form for final ratification at the more formal sessions. In neither 
case, however, are any official records kept; the proceedings are 
strictly secret as in England and in the United States. After each 
session of the council of ministers, however, the newspapers are 
given a brief summary in which, as. one premier has said, “all 
mention of the important questions is usually omitted.” 

The French prime minister is not the head of his ministry in 
the English sense. At the more formal meetings of the council of 
ministers, as has been said, he does not preside. In constructing 
his ministry, moreover, he is often under the necessity of coaxing 
the members in, and having done this he is in no position to treat 
them as subordinates. Individual members of his ministry are well 
aware of the fact that at a critical juncture they can oust their 
premier from office by merely tendering their resignations and 
rallying their co-partisans to vote against him in the chamber. 
Then they can become members of a new ministry, with some 
other prime minister at its head. So they sometimes assume a 
degree of independence which members of the English cabinet 
would never venture to display. Leon Gambetta once tried to be 
a prime minister in the English sense, and to lord it over his col- 
leagues, but the cry of “ dictation was set up, and the stormy 
petrel of French politics had to fold his wings. 

' In France, as has been said, the ministers are jointly and individ- 
ually responsible. But responsible to whom? “To the chambers,” 
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according to the wording of the constitutional laws and not, as is 
the English usage, to the lower house alone. In a general way, the 
French ministers hold themselves responsible to both chambers, 
in as much as they reply to interpellations in both. But whether 
the ministers are under obligation to resign when the Senate votes 
adversely on the reply to an interpellation— the answer to that 
question is not so easy. There is a difference of opinion among 
French legal authorities on this point, and the precedents are not 
conclusive. On moi’e than one occasion the Senate has voted its 
want of confidence in ministers without forcing them to resign. 
On the other hand four ministries have been turned out of office 
by adverse votes of the Senate — the Bourgeois ministry in 1896, 
the Briand ministry in 1913, the Herriot ministry in 1925, and 
theTardieu Ministry in 1930. In 1923, moreover, the prime minister 
(Poincare) went before the Senate on one occasion and demanded a 
vote of confidence, declaring that his ministry would resign if it 
were not forthcoming. He got his vote. 

Now it is perfectly apparent that strict adhesion to the letter 
of the law would make the principle of ministerial responsibility 
unworkable. The Senate and the Chamber of Deputies, being 
elected at different times and in different ways, are not always of 
the same political inclination. The Senate, in general, is the more 
conservative of the two chambers, which is what it was intended 
to be. Obviously a ministry cannot have the confidence of both 
conservatives and radicals at the same time. Custom has stepped 
in to solve the dilemma, for while the Senate has never conceded 
the exclusive right of the lower chamber to decide whether a min- 
istry shall stay in office, it has tacitly permitted that principle to 
become operative under all ordinary conditions. So, despite the 
wording of the constitutional laws, it is in the Chamber of Dep- 
uties and not in the Senate that the fate of a ministry is ordinarily 
settled. One can fairly say that ministerial responsibility in France 
means responsibility to the lower House, much as it does in Eng- 
land. There is a degree of responsibility to the Senate, but it may 
fairly be caked exceptional. 

Indeed, if we regard the usages alone, the responsibility of the 
French ministers to the Chamber of Deputies is even more direct 
and more continuous than is that of the British ministers to the 
House of Commons. This arises from the fact that tiie tradition 
qf cabinet sojjd^ritx^^ in France. The English tradi- 
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tion is that all ministers are in the same boat j they float or sink 
together. It is a case of each for all, and all for each. The opposi- 
tion in the English House of Commons cannot attack one min- 
ister without rousing the entire ministry to his defense. But in 
France there is no such ironbound cohesion. When an individual 
minister incurs the wrath of the Chamber his colleagues are under 
no moral obligation to help him. It all depends on the politics of 
the situation. They will treat him as a Jonah and let him be cast 
overboard rather than permit his presence to sink the ship. 

There is a reason for this. The constitutional law of 1875 pro- 
vides that the ministers shall be responsible “both collectively and 
individually,” and the French have assumed that these words 
mean what they say. How could there be any distinction between 
collective and individual responsibility if the principle of cabinet 
solidarity is maintained, as in England? CoUective responsibility^ 
they argue, means that all are responsible for their policy, while 
individual responsibility means that each minister is accountable 
for his own actions. 

But when a whole ministry is compelled to resign, this does not 
mean that an entirely new set of ministers will come into power. 
More often it merely implies a cabinet reorganization. In the 
shakeup some weak ministers are dropped out and some stronger 
ones taken in. But the terms weak and strong, when used in this 
connection, have nothing to do with the personal capacity of min- 
isters. They are adjectives of politics and refer to a minister’s 
political following only. There have been relatively few ministries 
during the past fifty years which did not contain some members 
drawn from among the ministry which had just been overthrown. 
Even the outgoing prime minister has sometimes been given a 
portfolio in the new ministry, and occasionally has resumed his 
place at the head of it. Thus it is that the Chamber of Deputies 
may vote to overturn a ministry one day and within forty-eight 
hours give its confidence to a new ministry composed of almost 
the same individuals, perhaps with the same prime minister at 
their head. That, of course, could hardly happen in England. 

This ought to be borne in mind when one reads in English books 
the statement that “France lias had more than fifty cabinets in 
fifty years.” Construed in a literal sense that statement is mis- 
leading. It would be as fair to say that an American president has 
several cabinets because he makes several shifts in the membership 
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of Ms official circle during his term in the White House. A change 
of ministry in France is often a mere re-shuffling of the cards. It 
does not usually lead to any important reversal of policy unless, 
as with the incoming of the Herriot ministry in 1924, the new min- 
istry comes with a mandate from the country after a general 
election. 

In England, a cabinet which goes into office with a majority of 
the House of Commons behind it is rarely turned out by the House, 
no matter what it does. When an English cabinet falls it is usually 
(though not always) the result of a general election. In France the 
contrary is true. There it is the Chamber of Deputies, not the elec- 
torate, that ordinarily forces a ministry out of office. On only two 
occasions during the past fifty years has a French ministry been 
repudiated by the people at the polls. In all other instances the 
defeat has come at the hands of parliament. Or, to put it another 
way: in England the cabinet keeps its hand on the pulse of the 
country; in France on the pulse of the chamber. The task of the 
English ministry is much the easier, for while public opinion in a 
democracy may be ^ Uncertain, coy, and hard to please,’’ it is far 
less so than is the membership of a loosely-jointed bloc in the leg- 
islature. 

There is another difference between the ministers in France and 
in England. In both countries they perfonn executive and parlia- 
mentary functions, and supposedly give equal attention to each 
of these phases of their work. But as a matter of fa.ct the executive 
duties of the English minister are on the whole deemed to be the 
more important, whereas in France his parliamentary functions 
appear to have the first call on his time and interest. A British 
minister who shows good administrative judgment and capacity 
is ordinarily safe in office so long as the cabinet stands; but in 
France a minister’s security of tenure depends very largely upon 
his own individual adroitness as a parliamentarian and a politician. 
This point, of course, must not be pressed too far, for there are 
exceptions to it in both countries. 

It was pointed out, a moment ago, that the routine work of 
French administration is carried on by subordinates of the various 
ministers. Most of those subordinate officials hold their positions 
under a permanent tenure; they do not go out of office when a 
ministry resigns. Together they constitute a vast administrative 
machine, a great bureaucracy which goes right on with its work, 
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unmindful of clianges at the top. Ministers come and go, but 
neither their entry nor their exit makes much difference in the rou- 
tine work of the departments. Even dynasties may change, but 
the bureaucracy neither dies nor surrenders. ■ Paul Deschanel once 
growled that “France is not a democracy but a bureaucracy.’^ 
He was right in the sense that it is the corps of permanent officials 
who do the real work of governing. The ministers assume the 
responsibility, and ostensibly they determine the administrative 
policy; but if a French minister should attempt, during his all-too- 
brief term of ofEce, to recast the traditional way of doing things 
in his department he would in all probability find himself tackling 
a bigger job than he bargained for. The minister who heads a 
bureaucracy is by no means its master. 

The French administrative system is well organized. Its keynote 
is concentration. Functions are devolved by the ministers upon 
chiefs of services, chiefs of bureaus, chiefs of sections, and so on, all 
forming a hierarchy of definite ranks and gradations. In each of 
the ministerial departments there is much the same division and 
subdivision of work. First of all, the minister has a group of con- 
fidential advisers who form his own “little cabinet.” The most 
important of this group, the minister’s right-hand man, is known 
as the chef du cabinet In addition there is a deputy-chief, a secre- 
tary, and various attaches.^ The relation between the minister and 
his little cabinet is both political and personal; its members hold 
no other positions; they come into office with the minister and go 
'Out with him. No, to be more acGurate, they do not alwaj^s go out 
with him, for he frequently manages to squeeze them into perma- 
nent civil service positions just before he goes. 

The routine administrative functions of each ministry are di- 
vided into services {directions^ they are called), and each service 
has its director. These are qfficuds who have been re- 

cruited by promotion from lower positions. They correspond, in a 
way, to the assistant secretaries at Washington except that they 
do not resign when a new administration comes in. Each direction 
is again divided into several bureaus, and each bureau has its 
chef du bureau who is also a permanent official. These bureaus are 
the master cogs in the administrative machine. Without them the 

^ The undersecretaries (see abo'oe, p. 426) are not assistant ministers. They do 
not form a regular rank in the administrative hierarchy. They are really ministers 
of the second grade, in charge of special services within the department. 
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whole mechanism would soon cease to run. They are manned by 
a large corps of subordinate officials who are classified by ranks 
and grades. Most of them ai'e appointed to the lower grades in 
accordance with established civil service regulations and are then 
promoted on a basis of experience and merit. 

Some bureaus are divided into sections, and these, again, into 
subsections; but we need not follow the classification any farther. 
It is enough to say that the whole organization takes the form of a 
pyramid, with the minister at the peak. All authority converges 
inward and upward. In France as a whole this bureaucracy makes 
up an army half a million strong. This may seem to be a surpris- 
ingly large number in view of the fact that the United States, with 
three times the population, has only about 600,000 national officials 
and employees; but bear in mind that in France there are no state 
administrations. All the great administrative services are manned 
by officials of the national government. 

France has no general civil service law as in the United States, 
but a well-organized merit system of appointments has been 
established by numerous ordinances of public administration,^* 
which have been issued by the ministry with the approval of the 
council of state. Appointments to the lower positions are based 
upon competitive examinations, and nearly all the higher posts, 
with the exception of the very highest, are filled by promotion. 
These promotions are made by each minister, within his own field, 
from an annual promotion list which is prepared by a committee 
of his subordinates. Seniority and merit are both taken into ac- 
count, and sometimes (but not usually) political influence and per- 
sonal favoritism also have a part. Officials of all grades are also 
protected in France against wrongful suspension or dismissal. They 
are ordinarily entitled to a trial before a “commission of discipline** 
j on which there are fellow-officials of the same rank. The chief 
! weakness in the system is the relative ease with which a minister 
I can suspend some of the merit-rules by his own decrees and make 
places for political friends, or even for his own relatives. 

Nepotism has been a little too common in the public service of 
the Republic. Public opinion seems to resent it much less strongly 
than in England or in America. Nevertheless the French adminis- 
trative service, in its various ranks and grades, has attained a 
fairly high standard. Capable young men are drawn into it in 
large numbers despite the low salaries paid, and most of them seem 



to find it an agreeable career. The social prestige which goes with 
an official position in France and the security of tenure count for 
much, especially with young Frenchmen who have some private 
income with which to supplement their salaries. 

There are those who find satisfaction in telling the world that 
parliamentary government has failed in France, that ministerial 
responsibility has become ministerial anarchy, and that the in- 
stability of her cabinets has made France a will-o'-the-wisp among 
the nations. All this has been so often repeated that a considerable 
part of the world believes it to be true. But the true test of a gov- 
ernment is the way in which it satisfies the people who live under 
it. It was Aristotle, if my memory serves me right, who first re- 
marked that the only properly-qualified judges of a repast are the 
partakers thereof. This dictum has been reiterated a great many 
times and in a great many versions since Aristotle's day, but there 
are still those who seem to think that the job is one for expert 
dietitians at a distance. It is quite true that France does things 
differently from England and America; but it does not follow that 
she does them worse. ^ 

There is no general feeling among the French people that their 
system of parliamentary government has been a failure. Critics 
of the French system there are in France, to be sure, but they are 
certainly no more numerous or more vociferous than critics of the 
American scheme of government in America. Law and order are 
better maintained in France than in the United States; justice is 
more fairly and more promptly administered; the work of adminis- 
tration is carried on more economically; there are no spoils systems, 
no Tammany Flail, no gerrymandering, no pork barrel, no third 
degree, no lynching bees. There are no hung juries and jury- 
fixers, ambulance chasers, ward bosses, racketeers, bagmen, hi- 
jackers, mattress voters, or men who 'Take the rap." The French 
have at least enough political capacity to spare themselves these 
adornments of American life. 

The ministry (or council of ministers) should be distinguished 
from the council of state. This latter body dates from the morrow 
of the Revolution and in its earlier days possessed large powers. 
To-day its functions are only in small part legislative. All ordi- 
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^ For a defense of Gallic political competence see the article on “ The Political 
Capacity of the French,” by James T. Shotwell in the Political Science Quarterly ^ 
Vol XXIV (March. 1909). 
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naBces of public administration, as has been said, are submitted to 
the council of state before they are issued, this being done in order 
to make sure that the ordinances do not reach beyond the scope of 
the laws. Sometimes the council virtually redrafts the ordinance, 
leaving the president little to do but to sign it. On the other hand 
the action of the council in such matters is never mandatory; the 
ministers must submit all ordinances to the council but they are 
not bound to do what it advises. 

The chief jurisdiction of the Conseil d’fitat, apart from advis- 
ing on ordinances of public administration, is now concerned with 
administrative law, of which more will be said later on.^ It is here 
that it renders its most notable service, protecting the citizen 
against arbitrary action on the part of the public authorities. The 
council is made up of thirty-five ^^councillors in ordinary service” 
or professional members, who are appointed by the President of 
the Republic under certain statutory rules. ^ These councillors, by 
majority vote, render the council’s decisions. In addition there are 
twenty-one “councillors in special service” who represent the vari- 
ous administrative departments and serve in an advisory capacity. 

The council of state is in many w^ays a remarkable body. It 
combines advisory functions in the making of ordinances with 
final authority in the adjudication of administrative controver- 
sies. It is the supreme administrative court of the Republic. In 
addition it is a body of legal advisers and technical experts to which 
the government may turn at any time for counsel in the solution 
of its problems, a sort of collective attorney-general. It personifies 
wisdom, experience and impartiality in the science of administra- 
tion. Thus it serves as an antidote for the poisons of democracy. 
The French people have a high respect for their council of state, and 
rightly so, for in personnel it maintains a standard which few 
public bodies in any country are able to approach and by its work it 
forms a great stabilizing factor in the government of France. 


L6on Dupriez, Las mmistres dans les prindfaux pays Europe et d^Ame- 
fique (2 vols., Paris, 1892-1894) is still a work of considerable value on the 
development and nature of ministerial responsibility, although it is badly 
^ BeZow, pp. 537-543. 

2 One of these rules is that at least half the councillors in active service must be 
persons who have served in designated administrative offices and have qualified 
themselves for higher appointment by competitive examination. 
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out of date on some points. There are admirable chapters on the French 
ministerial system in Adhemar Esmein, Droit constitutionnel frangaise 
(8th edition, 2 vols., Paris, 1927), Vol. II, pp. 208-273, Gaston J^ze, 
Principes gmeraux du droit administratif (3 vols,, Paris, 1925“1930), the 
same author’s Cows de droit public (Paris, 1929), and Maurice Plauriou, 
Precise de droit constitutionnel (12th edition, Paris, 1929). 

Mention should also be made of Duguit’s volumes (above, p. 418); 
R. Bonnard’s Precis elementaire de droit public (Paris, 1924); H. Noel, 
U administration de la France (Paris, 1911) ; Paul Duez, La responsabiliU de 
la puissance puhlique (Paris, 1927); L. Muel, Les crises ministSrielles en 
France de 1895 d 1898 (Paris, 1899); and Joseph Barthelemy, Le rdle du 
poiwoir executif dans les republics modernes (Paris, 1910). A volume on 
Le conseil d^elat, by R. Brug^re (Paris, 1910) explains the organization and 
powers of that body. 
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THE SENATE 

The Senate, according to the constitution is designed to be a deliberating, 
moderating, stabilizing influence. Its function is to impose at least a temporary 
check upon the exuberance of the deputies who are younger, more numerous, 
and reflect a more direct expression of universal suffrage . — Joseph BartMlemy. 

For more than two centuries preceding the eve of the Great 
Revolution there was no parliament in France. There were park- 
mentSj of course, such as the Parlement de Paris, but these were 
not parliaments in the customary sense. They were not lawmaking 
bodies. The monarch was the sole lawmaking authority, bound by 
no constitutional restrictions. 

But the revolutionary assembly changed this situation in 1789 
by proclaiming that all legislative power resided in itself. And 
during the next three-quarters of a century France had a series of 
new constitutions, some of which provided for a single chamber and 
some for a legislature of two branches. There was no fixed tradi- 
tion, but in general the monarchists preferred the bicameral system 
while the republicans felt that one chamber was enough. Hence 
the Orleans monarchy (1830-1848) and the Second Empire (1852- 
1870) had two chambers, while the Second Republic had a single 
chamber during its brief existence (1848-1852), and the Third 
Republic began its career in 1871 with one chamber also,— a 
national assembly it was called. 

This national assembly, it will be remembered, was not only a 
legislative but a constituent body; its task was to govern the coun- 
try and to frame a constitution at the same time. But it found the 
work of government much easier than that of making a constitu- 
tion, chiefly because its members could not agree upon what general 
form the constitution ought to take. More particularly the as- 
sembly was badly split on the question whether the new constitu- 
tion should provide for one house or for two. Without settling this 
question they could get no farther and for a long time they wran- 
gled over it. The republicans wanted a single chamber, while the 

43d 
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anti-republicans insisted upon having both a Senate and a Chamber 
of Deputies. In the end the anti-republicans had their way. On 
February 24, 1875, the national assembly settled the matter by 
adopting the first of its three fundamental laws, a law which re- 
lated to the organization of the Senate. . The constitution of 
France, as one writer has said, ^^is first of all a Senate, which is 
both chronologically and literally true. ■ 

The establishment of an upper chamber was a necessary con- 
cession to the conservatives who dominated the national assembly 
and who felt that a single elective house might rush the countiy 
into an orgy of radicalism. They were influenced by exactly the 
same motives which swayed the framers of the American constitu- 
tion in 1787. It is a significant fact that conservatives in all ages 
and in all countries have been partial to second chambers. And 
for good reason, in as much as history demonstrates that second 
chambers are generally slow to accept changes and hence are 
favorable to the vested interests. But the makers of the French 
constitution were also influenced by the fact that the bicameral 
system had been adopted by every other country. The example 
of the United States was repeatedly alluded to, and it carried con- 
siderable weight because the American Senate at this time was 
proving itself to be an effective agency for restraining not only, the 
lower house but the President as well. It had recently given con- 
siderable pleasure to French public opinion by refusing to ratify 
a treaty for the. annexation of Santo Domingo which President. 
Grant submitted to it in 1870. 

But having agreed upon the principle of a bicameral parliament 
there w^as still the problem of determining how the members of the 
upper chamber should be chosen, and this problem gave the na- 
tional assembly a great deal of trouble. It w’-as taken for granted, 
of course, that the Chamber of Deputies would be constituted on a 
basis of manhood suffrage. It was also assumed that the Senate 
would have to be constituted on a different basis, otherwise it 
would not serve the purpose which the conservatives had in mind. 

How to devise a Senate that would function as a restraining 
agency and yet not be too much of a restraint—that was the prob- 
lem. France had a nobility in 1875, but it was a motley affair, 
composed of frayed-out families whose lineage went back to the 
time of the Bourbons, and of sycophants who owed their titles to 
the favoritism of the Bonapartes. It was without prestige among 
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the people. And in any event a House of Peers did not seem to 
comport with the forms or spirit of republicanism. On the other 
hand, the American plan of having senators chosen by the states 
could not be adopted because there were no constituent states in 
France. Some new method of organizing the second chamber had 
to be found. The conservatives desired a Senate appointed for 
life. The radicals did not want a Senate at all, but insisted that if 
France must have such an institution the senators ought to be 
elected by the people. 

In the end it was decided that the Senate should be composed of 
75 members appointed by the national assembly for life and 225 
members chosen for nine-year terms by electoral colleges in the 
several departments or administrative divisions of the Republic. 
The life membership provision was designed to supply the Senate 
with a strong conservative infusion, for these life members were 
to be named by the national assembly itself. This body, it will be 
remembered, contained a majority of monarchists, imperialists, 
and other reactionaries. It was their intention to throw a solid 
block of 75 monarchists into the Senate at the outset and thus 
to make sure that it would stay friendly for many years. 

But their plan did not work out as they expected. By reason of 
jealousy and dissensions among the monarchists it proved possible 
for the republicans to elect more than half the original seventy-five 
life members from their own ranks. Public opinion throughout 
France, moreover, soon came to regard appointive life-tenure as an 
anachronism, and within ten years this feature of the constitution 
was repealed (1884). Those senators who had been appointed for 
life were allov/ed to serve out their days, but as they died or re- 
signed their places were filled by the same process as the elective 
senators. The last of the life senators passed off the stage a few 
years ago. 

To-day, therefore, the French Senate is composed of three hun- 
dred and fourteen elective members. The senators, who serve for 
nine years, are chosen to represent the eighty-nine departments, of 
France, the three departments of Algeria, and the various French 
colonies, ^ach department has from one to five senators; the 
colonies have four senators among them.^ One-third of the sena- 
tors retire triennialiy. The selection is made by an electoral 
college which is convoked every three years in each department. 



THE SENATE 


439 


These electoral bodies are made up of four elements (a) the mem- 
bers of the Chamber of Deputies who represent the departmentj 
(b) the members of the general council of the department, (c) the 
members of the various arrondissement councils within the depart- 
ment, and (d) delegates chosen by the municipal councils of all the 
communes (cities, towns, and villages) within the department.^ 
As there are more than 36,000 communes in France the communal 
delegates far outnumber all the other members of the electoral 
colleges and can usually control the election of senators. It is for 
this reason that the Senate is often called /Hhe great council of 
the communes.” 

The original provision was that each commune, no matter what 
its size, should have one delegate. But in 1884 it was provided 
that the communes should send from one to thirty-four delegates 
according to the size of their municipal councils. The delegates 
are in each case chosen by the council. When there is one delegate 
only, the mayor of the commune is practically alv/ays named; when 
there are several delegates the mayor and various councillors are 
selected by their fellow members. But the various communes are 
by no means represented in strict proportion to the number of their 
inhabitants. In the electoral college of the department of Bouches- 
du-Rh6ne, for example, the great city of Marseilles with half a 
million inhabitants is represented by twenty-four delegates, while 
various neighboring villages, with a total population of less than 
30,000, are represented by an equal number of electors. This is 
because no city with the exception of Paris is permitted to have 
more than twenty-four representatives in an electoral college 
while every village, however small, is entitled to at least one 
delegate. 

When the time for choosing senators arrives, an electoral college 
is summoned to meet at the chief town of each department. Any 
French citizen, forty years of age, is eligible to be elected a senator, 
provided he is not a member of any royal or imperial family that 
has ever ruled in France. There are no formal nominations; each 
member writes his own ballot. The contest is conducted on straight 
party lines — as straight as party lines in France ever are. On the 
first ballot a clear majority of all the delegates is necessary to elect, 
and the same is tnie of the second ballot. But if the department's 

^ An explanation of these general councils, arrondissement councils, and municipal 
councils maj^ be found on pp. 561-566. 


Inequality 
of represen- 
tation. 


The proce- 
dure in 
French sen- 
atorial elec- 
tions. 


Influence of 
geography. 


An Ameri- 
can analogy. 


Character 
of the sen- 
atorial 
candidates. 


440 THE ‘FRENCH REPUBLIC 

full quota of senators is not elected on the first two ballots, 
a third ballot is taken, and on this third ballot a plurality is 
sufficient. 

At the senatorial election of 1930 about three-fourths of the 
places were filled on the first ballot. In many of the departments 
there is an understanding that senatorships shall be distributed 
geographically, each arrondissement getting its share when there 
are two or more senators, and being assured of its turn in rotation 
when there is only one. For this reason many capable senators 
have been denied reelection. Frenchmen sometimes say that 
geography, to a far greater extent than personal merit or political 
experience, determines the choice of individual senators. A candi- 
date may offer himself for election in more than one department, 
and these multiple candidates were at one time common. But they 
have gradually become less so. It is now rather unusual for anyone 
to be elected unless he lives in the department. 

The work of the electoral colleges in France reminds one of the 
nominating conventions in America. There is the same pledging of 
delegates in advance, the same attempt on the part of the political 
leaders to manipulate the proceedings, the same forming of alliances 
and combinations, and the same frequent triumph of dark horses 
over strong men. There is a similar lavish outpouring of promises, 
and usually the same charges of bossism and steam-rollering float 
through the air. The electoral colleges are sometimes very large 
bodies; that of the department of the Seine has over a thousand 
members. 

It is unusual for anyone to be a candidate for the Senate until 
after he has made himself well known throughout the department 
by holding other offices. Most of the candidates are lawyers, 
journalists, or rural landowners who have served in the Chamber 
of Deputies. They esteem it a promotion to go to the Senate al- 
though the latter is the less important of the two chambers in point 
of power. They are attracted, no doubt, by the greater prestige 
which attaches to the senatorships and by the longer term which 
election to the Senate assures. At any rate there is a periodical 
migration of deputies to the other chamber, much to the advantage 
of the latter. A term in the Senate often marks the end of a public 
career, although there are frequent exceptions to this rule. Many 
French prime ministers have been drawn from the Senate. Occa- 
sionally, too, a senator has reached the presidency. There have 
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been four such cases during the past thirty years — Loubet, Fal- 
liereSj Poincare, and Doumergue. 

Among the political parties in the Senate the extremists at both 
ends, extreme conservatives {groupe de la droite) and extreme 
radicals {groiipe du parti communiste) are numerically weak, be- 
cause there are very few departments in which either of these 
parties can control a majority of the votes in the electoral college. 
Likewise the smaller factions among the more moderate groups 
find difficulty in securing the election of senators from their own 
ranks. Hence the members of the Senate come largely from the 
Right Center, the Republican Left and the Democratic Left — in 
other words from the ranks of the liberal-conservatives, the pro- 
gressives and the moderate socialists. Partisanship is less intense 
in the Senate than in the Chamber of Deputies, and party leader- 
ship is less generally followed. 

The Senate has not been so conservative a chamber as its 
architects intended, but it has justified the expectation that it 
would be composed of more mature, more experienced, and more 
distinguished statesmen than the Chamber of Deputies. It is the 
organ of the governing classes, for in spite of the progress which 
democracy has made in France the governing classes still maintain 
their grip, especially in the rural areas. Public opinion is still 
inspired and guided by men who hold office, who own land or 
securities, who possess education, and who have some social stand- 
ing. These various classes control the electoral colleges, and they 
choose senators from their own ranks. Age and experience, more- 
over, lend sobriety to opinion. The average age of the senators is 
between sixty-three and sixty-five. Men who have reached that 
age are no longer under the illusion that mankind can be regen- 
erated by enacting a few more laws. The very fact that the sena- 
tors are “elder statesmen tends to make them conservative, no 
matter what their party affiliations may be. 

In the general quality of its membership the French Senate sets 
a high standard. Lord Bryce, writing in 1921, declared that no 
other legislative body has in modern times maintained a higher 
standard of ability and integrity. Because of its high-caliber mem- 
bership, its reasonably democratic structure, its sense of official 
dignity, its orderly methods, and its insistence upon full discussion, 
the French Senate is often commended as a model of what a second 
chamber ought to be. 
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Yet the French people are not wholly satisfied with their Senate. 
They complain that the system of indirect election is clumsy and 
results in the gross over-representation of small towns and of rural 
districts. One hears exactly the same complaint regarding ' ^ govern- 
ment by yokels^^ that is so frequently put forth by critics of the 
various state senates in the United States. Many Frenchmen 
believej moreover, that the nine-year term is too long, especially 
since the senators are chosen by delegates who may themselves be 
three or four years away from the people. It is possible for a sena- 
tor, in the closing year of his term, to be twelve years distant from 
the action of the voters. Hence there are frequent protests that the 
Senate, in mental attitude, is a decade behind the times and has 
disclosed this hiatus by its traditional indifference to social demo- 
cratic reforms. 

Many projects for reconstructing the French Senate have been 
put forward during the past forty years, but no tangible results 
have come from any of them. The Senate, of course, does not want 
to be reformed, and there is no way of reforming it against its own 
will. No change can be made in the organic lav/ of 1884 without its 
concurrence, and French senators are like all other legislators in 
their disinclination to be thrown out of office. Moreover, it is 
much easier to pick flaws in the present organization of the Senate 
than to procure any general agreement upon a substitute. If the 
reformers could unite on a definite plan of reorganization there 
would be some hope of its ultimate adoption despite the Senate^s 
opposition, for a second chamber will always bend to the will of the 
nation when that will is clearty made manifest. Both the House of 
Lords and the Senate of the United States have done this during 
the past twenty years. But in France the proponents of senatorial 
reform have not been able to get together upon any definite re- 
organization project. There are almost as many plans of reform as 
there are reformers. Amid the babel of squeaky voices assailing it, 
the Senate goes placidly on. Editorial writers in the radical news- 
papers keep whining that it is ^^a brake on the wheels of progress,’^ 
quite unmindful of what this overworked metaphor implies, for a 
brake on the wheels is what makes all the difference between a 
vehicle and a juggernaut. 

The Senate and the Chamber of Deputies ordinarily meet at the 
same time, and their sessions come to an end simultaneously. The 
Chamber is never called into session alone; but the Senate may be 
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summoned in special session by itself for the purpose of hearing an 
impeachment. In Great Britain and the United States the two 
legislative chambers meet under the same roof ; but this is not the 
practice in France. The French Senate holds its sessions in the 
Luxembourg Palace, a structure which is redolent of Napoleonic 
memories.^ It has many magnificent rooms and corridors, richly 
decorated with tapestries and with carvings in wood. The Senate 
chamber is in the form of an amphitheatre, with eight rows of arm 
chairs, upholstered in red velvet, rising tier on tier. Directly in 
front of them is the tribune from which the senators (or the min- 
isters when they are present) make their speeches. Behind the 
tribune sits the president of the Senate, with various officials on 
either hand, while grouped around them are splendid marble 
statues of the great chancellors who laid down the law in 
olden days, — Turgot, D’Aguesseau, Colbert, and the rest. On 
the lawmakers of a modern republic these faces of stone look 
down. 

The Senate elects its own president, and this official ranks next its presiding 
to the President of the Republic among the officials of state. He 
has the usual powers of a presiding officer, including disciplinary 
powers; but these he has no occasion to use, for the Senate is an 
exceedingly well-behaved body. Its decorum is almost oppressive. 

Instead of a gavel the president uses a bell which tinkles melod- 
iously at each stage in the advance of business. The Senate also 
elects, from among its own members, a vice president and a com- 
mittee of management which performs various functions especially 
in arranging the order of business. The debates are rather technical 
and tiresome; they lack the vivacity that marks the discussions 
in the lower House, The Paris newspapers pay relatively little 
attention to them. Nevertheless most of the speeches in the Senate 
are well prepared and carefully thought out. They read well in 
print and many of them have permanent value. Senators of France 
are paid for their services and have the usual immunities of legis- 
lators,— freedom from arrest and freedom of speech — subject to 
the customary limitations. 

^ This mansion, which is situated in the Rue de Baugirard, at the end of the Rue 
de Tournon, was built during the early years of the seventeenth century for Marie 
de Medicis, and was considerably remodelled by Napoleon I. During the period 
of the Red Terror it was used as a prison. It served as a legislative chamber during 
the First and Second Empires. The Senate of the Third Republic has used it since 
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It was the intention of those who framed the French constitu- 
tional laws that the Senate should be at least co-equal with the 
Chamber of Deputies in authority and influence. The conserva- 
tives in the national assembly cherished the hope, in fact, that the 
Senate would be the more powerful of the two chambers. So far as 
the express provisions of the constitution go, there is no reason why 
it should not be, for the constitution makes the ministers responsi- 
ble to both chambers. It gives the Senate an equal share with the 
Chamber of Deputies in the making of all laws, with the single 
exception of money bills which must originate in the lower House. 
And it gives the Senate two special powers wdiich in 1875 were 
deemed to be of great importance, namely, the power to serve as a 
high court of impeachment, and the power to join with the Presi- 
dent of the Eepublic in ordering a dissolution of the Chamber of 
Deputies. The French constitution does not, how^ever, give the 
Senate any special authority in relation to treaties and presidential 
appointments such as is possessed by the Senate of the United 
States. 

But the expectations of those who planned the powers of the 
French Senate have not been fulfilled. It has become distinctly 
the less influential of the two chambers. This is partly because all 
previous upper chambers in France had occupied a subordinate 
position, and a tradition of inferiority had thus become established. 
It is also because the Chamber of Deputies, with its members 
chosen for short terms by direct manhood suffrage, has assumed 
itself to be more truly representative of the people and has arro- 
gated powers on that assumption. It has taken control of the 
ministry and control of the budget, although the constitution 
does not give it control of either. The Chamber of Deputies has 
quietly gathered this authority under its wing, Just as the Supreme 
Court of the United States has taken to itself the right to declare 
the laws unconstitutional All of which merely supplies another 
illustration of the axiom that the wording of a constitution affords 
no clue to the facts of government. The subordinate position of 
the French Senate is the outcome of usage,* not of law. 

What are the powers which the French Senate now exercises? 
Let us begin with its special prerogatives. The right to join with 
the President of the Eepublic in dissolving the Chamber of Depu- 
ties is the first of these. It is a unique function of an upper chamber. 
In Great Britain the House of Commons may be dissolved at any 



^ SENATE 445 

time by the crown on the advice of the cabinet ; in the United States 
the House of Representatives may not be dissolved by anyone 
under any circumstances. But the French constitution expressly 
stipulates that the President of the Republic may dissolve the 
Chamber 'if the Senate concurs. This was thought by the framers 
of the constitution to be a power of supreme importance. Among 
other merits it was believed to be useful as a safeguard against a 
possible coup d^etat by some ambitious chief of state. 

But the. Senate’s power to join with the President in dissolving 
the Chamber of Deputies has turned out to be a prerogative of very 
little consequence. ,The reason for this indicates that the makers 
of the French constitution did not clearly envisage the actual work- 
ings of the government which they were setting up. They pro- 
vided that every official act of the president must be counter- 
signed by a responsible minister. That meant, of course, that a 
decree dissolving the Chamber of Deputies, like any other presi- 
dential decree, would have to be so countersigned. In other words it 
is the ministers, not the President of the Republic, who must take 
the initiative in asking the Senate to concur in a proposal of dis- 
solution. But it stands to reason that no ministry will ever pro- 
pose a dissolution of the low^er chamber so long as it retains the 
support of a majority in that body. 

So, what the framers of the constitution really did was to give 
the ministry, with the concurrence of the Senate, an opportunity 
to dissolve the Chamber whenever the latter showed itself hostile. 
If actually put into operation, that arrangement would be intoler- 
able. It would lead to dissolutions and general elections every few 
months, because ministries are rarely able to keep control of a 
majority in the Chamber of Deputies very long. Usage has there- 
fore decreed that the power of dissolution shall not be put into 
practice at all. Only once in fifty years has the Chamber of Depu- 
ties been dissolved before the expiry of its four-year term, and the 
outcome in that case was not such as to encourage any repetition 
of the experiment. 

The second special prerogative of the Senate is that of serving 
as a ^^high court of justice for the trial of the President of the 
Republic, or the ministers, or to take cognizance of assaults on the 
security of the state. According to the constitution the president 
may be impeached for high treason only, but a member of the 

^ See a£»025t:, p. 403. 
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ministry may be haled before the Senate for any offense committed 
in the exercise of his official functions. For assaults on the security 
of the state the Senate may try any person whatsoever, whether 
he be a public official or not.^ In such cases a presidential decree 
convokes the Senate into session as a high court of justice. 

The first step in an impeachment is ordinarily taken by the 
Chamber of Deputies which frames the charges. But in the case of 
assaults upon the security of the state, the accusation is not made 
by the Chamber but by the ministry. On three important occasions 
within the last fifty years the ministry has brought such accusa- 
tions against men of prominence in French public life, the most 
recent instance being that of Joseph Caillaux in 1920.^ A bare 
majority in the French Senate is sufficient to convict, whereas in 
the Senate of the United States a two-thirds majority is required. 

So much for the Senators special and exclusive powders. It has 
been mentioned that the lawmaking authority of the French Senate 
is ostensibly co-equal with that of the Chamber of Deputies save 
in one respect, namely, that money bills must be first presented to 
the lower House, and passed by it before going to the Senate. 
Whether the Senate may amend such bills by increasing or de- 
creasing the items at its discretion the constitution does not say. 
It simply provides that money bills shall be first introduced in, 
and passed by, the Chamber of Deputies.’^ 

But here again usage has made the silence of the constitution 
articulate. The matter was for a time in doubt and gave rise to 
repeated controversies between the two chambers, but in the end 
the Chamber of Deputies triumphed and its right to have the final 
word on all money matters is now virtually conceded. The Senate, 
however, continues to offer amendments when money bills come 
before it. It cannot insert new items and it can increase items only 
upon the proposal of a minister. Hence its amendments are re- 
stricted to decreasing or striking out items which are already in 
the bill. If the deputies agree to such amendments when the meas- 
ure goes back to them, well and good. But if they do not agree, 
the Senate gives way. This, as a prominent senator once ex- 

1 This, it will be noted, is a wider power than is possessed by the Senate of the 
United States. 

2 Caillaux, a former prime minister, was accused of intrigues with the Germans 
during the war. He was convicted and sentenced to three years’ imprisonment in 
addition to the loss of all political rights for ten years. But in 1924 his civil rights 
were restored to him by legislative enactment and in 1925 he became minister of 
finance in the Painlev^ cabinet. 
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plained, is a ^'matter of expediency, not of law.’^ But whether it 
be a matter of willingness or compulsion the effect is all the same. 
The Chamber of Deputies in France, like the House of Commons 
in Great Britain, has gained a virtually absolute control of the 
nationah purse. 

Strangely enough the House of Representatives in the United 
States does not have this financial supremacy although such was 
the avowed design of the men v/ho framed the constitution.^ They 
intended that the lower branch of Congress should be the domi- 
nant factor in public finance. James Madison, indeed, predicted 
that the provision which confers on the House of Representatives 
the sole right to originate bills for raising revenue would unques- 
tionably make it so. But Madison proved to be a false prophet. 
The Senate of the United States has developed greater influence 
than the House, not only in matters of general legislation but in 
the making of the tax laws. By the terms of the constitution it 
cannot originate bills for raising revenue, and by usage it cannot 
originate bills for the spending of money; but when a bill of either 
sort comes up from the House it can strike out everything except 
the preamble and substitute what is practically a new measure of 
its own. The Senate of France has acquired no such authority. 

On all measures other than money bills the equal authority of 
the French Senate has never been seriously questioned. Such bills 
may be originated in the Senate, but most of them are in fact first 
brought before the Chamber of Deputies. If they pass this cham- 
ber they go to the Senate where they may be rejected or amended 
at will. When the two chambers disagree on amendments the bill 
is not sent at once to a conference committee as is the practice in 
Congress. It merely travels back and forth from one chamber to 
the other. Meanwhile the leaders confer and try to reach a com- 
promise. Sometimes each chamber appoints a committee to help 
effect an agreement, and these committees may confer, but they 
make no joint report as in Congress. If the measure is one that 
has been sponsored by the ministers, it is their concern to find a 
solution of the deadlock and they try to do it by wheeling their 
respective followers into line. But after all the conferences 
and pourparlers, if the Senate decides to stand its ground, the 

All bills for raising r6venu6 shall originate in the House of Representatives; 
but the Senate may propose or concur with amendments as on other bills.” Con- 
stitution of the United States, Article I, Section 7, Paragraph 1. 
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measure fails to become a law. A good many bills have perished in 
'thisway.' 

“Thefunction of the Senate is to resist,’^ says Barth^lemy, ^^and 
in its own way it fulfils this function.’’ But rarely does it carry its 
resistance to the point of open rupture. It prefers to interpose the 
barrier of inertia. Hence, when some measure has been hurried 
through the Chamber of Deputies without adequate discussion, 
the Senate merely refers it to a committee and there it stays until 
public opinion can be sounded. Other problems then engage the 
interest of the deputies, and the measures which repose in the files 
of Senate committees are sometimes forgotten. In any event the 
original ardor of the deputies has time to cool down, and com- 
promise then becomes more easy. 

The Chamber of Deputies, on some occasions, has taken a money 
bill, and tacked some non-financial reform to it in order that the 
Senate may be debarred from rejecting the latter. But this parlia- 
mentary subterfuge has not usually succeeded. The Senate merely 
separates the irrelevant provision from the main bill and sends it 
to a committee for study. It does this at times with proposals of 
fiscal reform which are included in the budget — taking the ground 
that the budget must be passed speedily but that other reforms 
can wait. 

There is no way in which the Chamber of Deputies can force the 
Senate to expedite the work of its committees, and these dilatory 
tactics sometimes place the ministers in an awkward position. The 
Chamber insists that the ministers bend their efforts toward se- 
curing the Senate’s approval of some reform, yet the ministers are 
well aware that any attempt on their part to put pressure on the 
slow-moving senators would probably do more harm than good. 
For the Senate is very jealous of its independence and resents any 
attempt to force its hands. Moreover, most of the senators are 
seasoned parliamentarians who have been members of the Cham- 
ber and understand its impatient ways. They know’ that the 
Chamber, in its inclination to play politics, often favors radical 
measures with the full expectation that the Senate will throw them 
out. In such cases the senators do the job with neatness and des- 
patch. Sometimes they go further and guillotine bills which the 
Chamber really intended to become laws. 

In general the Senate has been hostile to new forms of taxation. 
For years it stood out against the imposition of an income tax. It 
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has resisted proposals which aim to put the bulk of the tax burden 
upon the rich — by heavy inheritance taxes, for example. It has 
usually delayed all such measures or tried to whittle down the 
rates. In 1925 it promptly rebuffed the Herriot ministry when the 
latter came forward with proposals for what was virtually a “capi- 
tal levy.^V As one writer puts it, the Senate has displayed an un- 
disguised antagonism to “systems of taxation with democratic 
tendencies.’^ It cannot increase the rates of taxation proposed by 
the Chamber, and does not want to do so; but it can reduce them, 
and it wields the pruning knife with a good deal of zest. 

The French Senate has also been hostile to proposals of govern- 
ment ownership. It has been against state socialism, although there 
is a large Socialist element among its members. It was only with 
the utmost reluctance that it accepted a measure for the public 
acquisition of one of the French railroads , — les chemins de fer de 
V Quest. It has delayed various bills relating to additional holidays 
for public employees, pensions for workers, the improvement of 
election procedure, and social welfare work. For some of these 
delays, however, the Chamber of Deputies was in part responsible 
in as much as the bills sent up by it were badly drawn. 

Whenever the Senate rejects one of these measures there is a 
furore of resentment from the radicals and a renewed demand for 
the Senate’s abolition. But after a little the wave of antagonism sub- 
sides. The average Frenchman wears his heart on the Left and his 
pocket on the Right. His sympathies are often with the radicals 
while his interests are with the conservatives. That being the case 
the Chamber and the Senate, although flatly at issue with each 
other, both represent him exactly. The Chamber is his Don Quixote, 
the Senate his Sancho Paiiza. Frenchmen, moreover, have retentive 
political memories. They do not forget that the Senate on one 
occasion saved the Republic — in 1888, when Boulanger tried to 
stampede the ministers into dissolving the Chamber. At this criti- 
cal juncture the senators let it be known that they would refuse 
concurrence. Instead they presently put Boulanger on trial and 
found him guilty of treason.^ 

Nearer than any other European legislative body, in short, the 
Senate of France approaches the ideal of what a second chamber 
ought to be. The prime purpose of an upper chamber is to serve 
as a counterpoise to the haste and volatility of a popular chamber. 

^ For the history of the Boulanger agitation, see helow^ pp. 493-495. 
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It sliould revise, suggest, find fault, — and delay when necessary. 
It should interpose obstacles, but not insuperable ones, to the 
fevered impatience of the lower House. To this end a second cham- 
ber should be constituted differently, but not too differently, from 
the other branch of the lawmaking body. The difference must not 
be so great that strong currents of public sentiment will affect 
one house and leave the other unaffected. An ideal second chamber 
should bend slowly to the gusts of public opinion, but it should 
never fail to bend when the wind sets definitely in a given direction. 
For if it does not bend it is apt to break — as the House of Lords 
discovered in 1911. Judged by this test the French Senate makes a 
good showing. It has been a stabilizing factor in a country where 
political instability is a besetting menace. It has provided the 
Third Republic with a good balance wheel. 


An excellent survey of the Senate's organization and work may be found 
in A. Esmein, Droit constitutionnel frangaise (8th edition, 2 vols., Paris, 
1927), VoL II, pp. 333-478. Attention may also be called to Joseph 
Barth^lemy, Le gouvernement de la France (2nd edition, Paris, 1924), 
chap. V. There is an English translation of the first edition by J. B. Morris 
(New York, 1924). The same author's volume on Les rSsistances du 
Senat (Paris, 1913) is interesting. See also E. M. Sait, Government and 
Politics of France (New York, 1920), chap. v. 



CHAPTER XXIV 


THE CHAMBER OF DEPUTIES 

Every large body of men, not under strict military discipline, has lurking in 
it the traits of a mob, and is liable to occasional outbreaks when the spirit of 
disorder becomes epidemic; but the French Chamber of Deputies is especially 
tumultuous. — A. Laiorence LoivelL 

As the essence of the French nation is social rather than political, an outsider 
will often mistake a rowdy parliamentary session for a serious national crisis. 
— Andre Siegfried* 

In the constitutional laws of 1875 there is a great deal about 
the composition and powers of the Senate, but scarcely a word 
concerning the Chamber of Deputies. Save for the provision that 
its members shall be elected by universal suffrage’’ the organiza- 
tion of the Chamber was left to be determined by ordinary legisla- 
tion.^ There were two reasons for this action. In the first place 
no difference of opinion existed in the national assembly as to how 
the Chamber should be organized, nor indeed was there any dif- 
ference of opinion on this matter in the minds of the French people. 
Ever37’body assumed that the lower branch of the legislature would 
be made up of members directly elected by the whole people. That 
being the case it did not seem to matter very much whether the 
election took place under one form of procedure or another. In 
the second place, it was felt that much might be gained by leaving 
the organization of the Chamber flexible. The size of its member- 
ship, the term of service, the procedure in elections, and the rules 
of the Chamber — these were matters which might well need to be 
altered to meet new conditions from time to time. Before it dis- 
solved, however, the national assembly adopted an organic law 
(November 30, 1875) in which the method of electing deputies 
was definitely prescribed. The provisions of this organic law have 
been altered by statute on a half-dozen occasions since 1875. 

As at present constituted, the Chamber of Deputies consists of 
612 members/^ It is, therefore, the second largest elective chamber 

^ The term “universal suffrage” has been interpreted in France to mean manhood 
suffrage. 

2 Of these 4 are allotted to certain French colonies, 10 to Algeria, 20 to Alsace-Lor- 
raine, and the rest to France as she was before the war. 
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in the world. The deputies are chosen for a four-year term on a 
basis of manhood suffrage. The right to vote extends to every male 
citizen of France, twenty-one years of age or over, who has been 
duly enrolled on the voters’ list of any commune. To be enrolled in 
a commune it is necessary to possess a “true doniicir’ there, or to 
have been a resident for at least six months prior to the compilation 
of the voters’ list. The laws make a distinction between domicil 
and residence. It is possible for a citizen to reside in one commune 
while retaining his “true domicil” somewhere else — usually in the 
commune of his birth. Persons in the active military or naval 
service and those who have been deprived of civil rights by judicial 
decree are excluded from voting. There are no educational tests 
for voters in France as in some of the American states, and no 
taxpaying requirements. There is no plural voting as in England, 
no absent voting as in America, and no compulsory voting as in 
Belgium. 

Women are still excluded from voting in all French elections 
although an attempt was made in 1919 to give them suffrage rights. 
The Chamber of Deputies, in that year, passed by a large majority 
a bill to abolish the sex qualification, but the Senate by an equally 
decisive vote rejected the proposal. And, strange to say, it was 
not the conservatives, but the radicals and socialists who encom- 
passed the defeat of the measure. For the Left bloc is well aware 
that the women of France are friendly to the Catholic Church and 
would not support the policy of anti-clericalism which the French 
socialists have been promoting during the past thirty years. So 
democracy, as one very keen-witted Frenchman has ironically re- 
marked, “must be protected against itself, for what good is democ- 
racy unless it helps its own friends?” One is reminded of the 
legendary Ugolino who devoured his own children so that they 
would never be fatherless. 

At any rate France did not become worked up over the issue 
of woman suffrage. It did not show much enthusiasm when the 
Chamber acted favorably, or much disappointment when the 
Senate acted adversely. Both Houses did what most people ex- 
pected them to do. Since 1919 the issue has been kept alive by 
various women’s organizations, but it is not one of the major 
issues in French politics. Women undoubtedly will some day be 
enfranchised as voters in France, as they have been elsewhere, but 
that step does not appear to be immediately at hand. 



THE, CHAMBER . OF DEPUTIES, . 453 

During recent years there has been much discussion of a proposal 
for ^Tamily voting in France. In brief the father of a family, 
under this proposal, would be given one or more extra votes, de- 
pending upon the number of his children. Concerning the details 
of such a plan there is much difference of opinion, and a half-dozen 
schemes have been worked out. Difficulties arise with respect to 
the electoral status of widows who are heads of families, and as to 
the position of unmarried daughters who are over age. What 
provision should be made for them in a system of family voting? 
The general argument in favor of le vote familial is that the family, 
not the individual, is the true unit in the social organization and 
that representative bodies chosen by a system of family voting 
will represent the people in terms of this true unit. On the other 
hand, the proposal is open to various objections of a practical sort. 

Although the qualifications for voting are fixed by general law 
and hence are the same at ail French elections — national, depart- 
mental and local — the work of compiling the voters^ lists is en- 
trusted to the local authorities. In each commune the responsibility 
for preparing the lisle Slectorale rests with a commission of three 
persons, namely, the mayor, a representative of the municipal 
council, and an official named by the prefect of the department in 
which the commune is situated. This commission first revises the 
old register by using information which is on file at the mairie or 
city hall.^ Then the revised list is posted and if there are any 
wrongful omissions or inclusions, the interested parties may file 
protests. Such protests are considered by the electoral commission 
whose membership is enlarged for this purpose by adding two ad- 
ditional representatives of the municipal council. And if the de- 
cisions of this enlarged commission do not satisfy, there is an 
appeal to the administrative courts. 

Apart from errors or oversight the names of voters are placed 
upon the list without any action on their own part. There is noth- 
ing corresponding to the English method of sending canvassers 
from house to house gathering the names of voters, or the American 
plan of calling on the voters to come and get themselves registered. 
There is no occasion to use either of these methods because all the 
essential information is on file in the office of the mayor. The 
records of the etat civil contain the names of all who have moved 

^ A perpetual census or etat civil is maintained in every commune as a basis for 
the etat rnilitaire or roster of compulsory military service. 
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into the commune during the year, or out of it. They also list the 
inhabitants who have died, or who have come of age, or who have 
lost their civil rights since the list was last revised. Owing to 
the accuracy of these records there are relatively few wrongful 
omissions or inclusions to be found when the list is posted. 

France has tried, since 1875, various methods of electing depu- 
ties. During the first ten years the elections were based upon 
single-member districts, as in England and the United States. 
But this plan, to which the French gave the name scrutin d^arrondis- 
sementj was deemed unsatisfactory because it seemed to concentrate 
the attention of each deputy upon the interests of his own district 
rather than upon those of France , as a whole. The districts were 
small, and it is an axiom of government that small districts elect 
small men. As Gambetta once said, it made the Chamber of 
Deputies ^^a broken mirror in which France could not recognize 
her own image.” 

So a plan of election by general ticket, or scrutin de liste^ was 
adopted in 1885. Under this system the voters of each department 
(a department is the largest administrative district in France) 
chose four, or six, or ten deputies according to its population. But 
the plan of election-at-large also failed to satisfy. It failed to pro- 
vide minority representation and did not produce any noticeable 
improvement in the quality of the men elected. Moreover, it was 
utilized by the Boulangists with such success in promoting their 
agitation that both chambers became alarmed. In 1889, therefore, 
the old method of election by single-member districts was restored. 

Once more there was widespread grumbling. It was alleged that 
the ministers and the prefects, by the free use of patronage, were 
able to control the elections in many of the smaller districts. As 
the districts, moreover, were usually identical in size with the 
arrondissements there was great inequality among them; some 
had twice as many voters as others. Finally there was the objection 
that deputies elected by the plan of scrutin d’arrondissement did 
not usually represent a majority of the voters in their districts. 
This arose from the fact that there were always several candidates 
in the field. The electoral law stipulated that no candidate should 
be deemed elected at the regular election unless he obtained a clear 
majority of the votes cast, but it also provided that if no one se- 
cured a majority at this first balloting there should be a second 
election, a fortnight later, at which a plurality would suffice. Under 
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this plan the first balloting usually proved abortive. Thereupon a 
deal would be made among the weaker candidates to combine and 
defeat the one who had headed the poll previously. 

In their desire to provide a system of election which would rem- 
edy these defects the two chambers discussed the problem from 
time to time for many years, but not until 1919 were they able to 
agree upon a new plan. In that year a new electoral law was passed 
which reestablished the plan of scrutin de liste but with the counting 
of votes according to proportional representation. Under this 
“List Plan’^ of arrangement each political party was to nominate 
its list of deputies for the whole department. Then, in counting 
the ballots, the votes received by candidates on each list were to 
be averaged, and this average, divided by the electoral quota, was 
to determine how many seats each political party should have. 
The electoral quota was to be ascertained by dividing the total 
polled vote by the number of deputies to be elected.^ 

This arrangement, which did not provide a true system of pro- 
portional representation but a r.p. hdtardej to use the French ex- 
pression, was used at the general elections of 1920 and 1924. It 
was really concocted by the enemies of the plan and was a com- 
promise which satisfied nobody. In actual operation it functioned 
badly. In general it gave the stronger parties more than their 
proportionate representation and the weaker parties no representa- 
tion at all. Hence there arose a clamor for its abolition and in 1927 
the old system ot scrutm d[arrondUse?7ienty or by small 

single-member districts, was once more restored. Thus the French 
people, after fifty years of experimenting, have come back to the 
plan of election from which England and America have never 
departed. 

Any French citizen, twenty-five years of age or over, is eligible 
to be a candidate for deputy. The nomination procedure is simple. 
There are no primaries as in the United States. Each candidate is 
merely required to file a nomination, paper. It is not necessary to 
deposit any sum of money, as in England. The ballots are printed 
6y the'parties or by the candidates, not by the election officials (as 
in England and the United States), Each candidate is permitted to 
send out sample ballots to all the voters in his district and these 
go through the mails free of postage. He is also allowed to enclose, 

^ A further explanation and criticism of this plan may be found in H. L. McBaiii 
and Lindsay Rogers, New Constitutions of Europe (New Yorki 1922) , pp. 107-108. 
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with the ballot; a limited amount of campaign literature. Likewise 
he may put posters on the public billboards without paying the 
customary fees. 

The election takes place on a date fixed by presidential decree, 
but it must come within sixty days preceding the expiry of the four 
years for which the Chamber was elected. It always takes place on 
a Sunday. This is in keeping with the equalitarian principle, it 
being assumed that Sunday is the most convenient voting-day for 
everyone, wage-earner and gentleman of leisure alike. It also af- 
fords (what Frenchmen value highly) a fine chance to hang around 
the polling place most of the day, arguing about the issues, the 
candidates, and the probable outcome. 

Indeed, the advantages of holding elections on Sundays, rather 
than on W'eek days, are so manifest as to raise the question whether 
Americans might not profitably follow the Continental practice. 
The most convenient places for polling are the schools, and the 
American practice of using them for Tuesday elections is responsi- 
ble for a needless interruption of school work. If one reckons the 
entire indirect cost of an American election, allowing for the time 
taken from their work by all the voters (even though it might 
average less than an hour apiece), the total is far beyond what most 
people realize. An election day in any American city means that 
industrial production is reduced by at least ten per cent. Holding 
the election on a Sunday would eliminate this needless economic 
loss. It would allow the schoolrooms to be used without any inter- 
ruption of their regular work. It would permit competent men to 
be secured as polling officers whereas most of them now dislike to 
take the day from their regular employments. And above all it 
would give every voter exactly the same opportunity to cast his 
ballot, establishing an equality which now exists in theory but not 
always in fact. 

There would be objections to such a proposal, of course. To 
some puritanical souls the holding of an election on Sunday would 
seem to be Sabbath desecration, the profanation of a day which 
ought to be reserved for religious exercises. But would it be a 
greater profanation than the professional ball games, the motion 
picture shows, or the bathing-beach spectacles which now attract 
citizens by the thousand every Sunday afternoon in many American 
cities when the weather is good. There seems to be no objection 
to the holding of political rallies on Sunday, and political deliver- 
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ances are sometimes thundered from the church pulpits. If voting 
is a sacred duty^^ on the part of every citizen (as we are so often 
told by the professional rousers of the civic conscience), why object 
to its performance on a day that is consecrated to sacred things? 

The better the day, the better the deed. 

The polling places are designated by the prefects and sub™ Polling 
prefects (see pp. 556-561). Schoolhouses and other public build- 
ings are generally used. A few days prior to the election a notice 
{carte eleciorale) is mailed to every voter whose name is on the 
list informing him of the place and date of polling. On entering 
the polling room the voter presents this card, which identifies him. 

If he has lost or forgotten to bring it he can establish his identity 
in other way that is satisfactory to the officials of the poll. 

Then he is given an opaque, white envelope with which he retires 
into a screened compartment (isoloir) where he puts his ballot into 
the envelope, seals it up, and then drops the sealed envelope in the 
ballot box. 

In the villages and small towns, where there is only one polling Polling offi™ 
place, the mayor acts as chief election officer, attended by four 
members of the municipal council who serve as his assistants. 

These five constitute the bureau of the poll and by a majority vote 
decide all questions that may arise. There is also a poll clerk, or 
secretary, who is appointed by the mayor, but he is not a member 
of the bureau. In the larger cities, where there are several polling 
places, the mayor presides at one of them and designates various 
councillors to preside at the others. A bureau is similarly consti- 
tuted for each polling place. All these officials give their services 
free — which is in sharp contrast with the American custom. In 
the United States everybody wffio serves in a polling place expects 
to be paid, and well paid. By reason of this unpaid service a general 
election in France costs astonishingly little. 

Voting begins at eight in the morning and continues until six in The polling 
the evening, unless different hours are fixed by the prefect. Any 
voter, after he has voted, is permitted to stay in the polling room 
as long as he desires. Hence the room is often so crowded that the 
members of the polling bureau have difficulty in doing their work. 

The air is dense with tobacco smoke, through which can be dis- 
cerned a general shrugging of shoulders and waving of hands as 
spirited arguments are conducted by the groups of partisans. Oc- 
casionally the arguments grow so warm that the presiding officer 
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of the poll calls in a gendarme and instructs him to clear the room; 
but this must not be done unless the commotion makes it neces- 
sary. Frenchmen look upon the polls as places of public meeting, 
where the voter settles the issues in person. They see no reason why 
the proceedings should be conducted in executive session. Hence 
an election can be voided if the polling officials unnecessarily inter- 
fere with the voter^s inalienable right to discuss the destinies of the 
nation, with all the accompanying pantomime, in full view of the 
ballot box. 

When the poll is closed the ballots are counted by members of the 
polling bureau. But if a large vote has been cast the officials may 
call upon bystanders for aid, and this they frequently do. The 
room is as crowded as ever, even more so, and the counting usually 
proceeds with some difficulty. Any outsider who has seen it will 
marvel that any approach to accuracy can be obtained in the result. 
Yet the count is, on the whole, more accurate than in American 
polling places where a policeman keeps everybody except the offi- 
cials out of range while the count is being made. 

In order to be elected, a candidate must receive a clear majority 
of all the polled votes. If no one meets this requirement a ballotag^, 
or supplementary election, is held on the second Sunda}?" following 
and at this election a plurality is sufficient. Thus the plan works 
out pretty much as under the usual American scheme of primaries 
and final elections, with this difference, however, that the two 
pollings in France are only a fortnight (not a couple of months) 
apart. 

If disputes arise concerning the results of an election, they are 
decided by the Chamber under the constitutional provision which 
empowers it to determine the qualifications of its own members. 
Controversies are referred to committees, but the recommenda- 
tions of these committees are not always accepted by the whole 
Chamber. The latteFs action is largely influenced by partisan con- 
siderations. Protests may be filed on grounds of intimidation, 
bribery, or corruption, and if the Chamber upholds these protests 
it will annul the election. Then a new election is ordered. But the 
Chamber cannot impose any other penalty upon candidates who 
have been guilty of electoral corruption. They may, however, be 
prosecuted in the courts. 

There is no law which limits the amount which a candidate may 
legitimately spend in getting himself elected to the French Cham- 
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ber of Deputies. So long as he does not spend it corruptly he may 
pay out as much as he likes and is not required to publish a state- 
ment of his expenditures. In England and in the United States 
there are stringent laws relating to maximum political expenditures, 
but in France there are no limitations of this sort. Nor does there 
seem to be need for any, since public opinion usually provides an 
adequate check. An outpouring of money on behalf of any candi- 
date, or group of candidates, is likely to prove a boomerang in 
France for the people are not accustomed to it and resent the inno- 
vation. It offends their tradition of equality. A few candidates can 
afford to spend large sums and occasionally they do it in nursing 
their districts but the amounts expended by candidates for elec- 
tion to the Chamber of Deputies are much smaller, on the average, 
than those spent in American congressional campaigns. 

On the whole the elections are honestly and fairly conducted in 
France. Election frauds are not frequent, although some gross 
instances have been uncovered from time to time. Moreover, the 
offense of tampering with the ballot box, a party stratagem well 
known to Americans of a generation ago, has not yet disappeared 
in France. Lord Bryce tells a story of one polling place in which, as 
the hour for closing approached, it was found that onty a small 
vote had been cast. The mayor of the commune, on being informed 
of this, said in a ciyptic whisper to the polling officials: “It is your 
duty to complete the work of universal suffrage,’/ — ^and presumably 
they obeyed orders. Sometimes, in a hotly-contested election, the 
rival partisans have invaded the polling place and engaged in a 
fist-fight during which the ballot box w^as smashed open and the 
ballots scattered to the four w- inds of heaven. 

Minor forms of corruption prevail in French elections as in those 
of all other countries wdiere party feeling runs high. The neighbor- 
ing cabarets do a good business on election day, and politicians 
sometimes foot the bills. Employers are said to be over-zealous at 
times in persuading their w^'orkers, and in some rural districts it 
is alleged that the landlords bring pressure to bear on their tenants. 
A generation ago it was said that the priests in many parts of 
France w^'ere exercising too much political influence over their 
parishioners, but to-day this complaint is seldom heard. Pressure 
now comes chiefly from the prefect, the subprefect, and the other 
public functionaries. Some of these officials are quite obtrusive in 
their efforts to secure the election of deputies who will support the 
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mmistry. A ministry which is in power when the election comes 
has a great advantage over its opponents by reason of the influence 
which it can persuade its public officials to exert. Even in this 
respect, however, conditions are much better than they used to be. 
With changes in ministries likely to occur at frequent intervals the 
prefects hesitate to commit themselves unreservedly to the ruling 
bloc. For although they cannot be summarily dismissed they can 
be given a demotion by transfer if they tie their fortunes to a falling 
star. 

The Chamber of Deputies meets each year on a date fixed by the 
constitution. It is not called together at the discretion of the 
ministry as is the British House of Commons. But in case of an 
emergency the President of the Republic may call it together at an 
earlier date than that fixed by the constitution. Two sessions a 
year are held, one beginning in January and lasting until July; the 
other beginning in November and continuing until January. With 
the exception of about three months, therefore, the Chamber is 
continually in session. The daily sittings begin at two o^clock in 
the afternoon and last until six or seven. When the urgency of 
business requires longer daily sittings the Chamber meets earlier 
in the day. It rarely prolongs its sessions into the night. Since 
1879 the sessions have been held in the Palais Bourbon, a stately 
building with a Corinthian peristyle which stands on the left bank 
of the Seine directly across from the Place de la Concorde. 

The hall in which the deputies hold their sessions is semicircular 
in shape with a dozen rows of seats. Each seat except those in the 
front row has a small desk hinged to the seat in front of it. The 
front row is reserved for ministers, undei'secretaries, and other 
executive officers who are present in connection with the business 
of the day. Behind them the rows of seats are elevated like those 
of an amphitheati’e. Facing the semicircle is a high chair in which 
the president of the Chamber sits, and in front of this, on a some- 
what lower level, is the tribune from which the members address 
theHouse. 

A deputy is allowed to speak from his place on the floor if he so 
desires, but as a rule he merely obtains recognition from the floor and 
then mounts the tribune where he can face his entire audience. 
This method of conducting the debates is in many of its practical 
aspects quite superior to the plan pursued in the English Plouse of 
Commons and in the American House of Representatives for it 
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ensures every member a chance to hear what is being said There is 
no breaking in upon deputies while they are speaking, asking them 
to “yield the floor’’ as in Congress. On the other hand interrup- interrap- 
tions in the way of shouts and ironical cheers from some sector of 
the amphitheatre are not infrequent. It should be explained that 
the seats are assigned in sectors to the various political groups, the 
conservatives being given the extreme right and the communists 
the extreme left, with the moderate groups between. There are 
galleries to which outsiders are admitted except on days when the 
Chamber decides to meet in secret session. 

The constitutional laws of 1875 contain the curious provision Adjoum- 
that both the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate must remain ploroga^^^ 
in session for at least five months in every year, even if there is no 
business for them to do. But this provision has not given rise to 
any embarrassment because there has always been enough work to 
keep both Houses busy for an even longer period. Anyhow the 
chambers could adjourn if need be and the recess would be counted 
in reckoning the five months. The President of the Republic may 
adjourn both chambers for a period not exceeding one month, 
subject to the restriction that he must not do this more than twice 
during the same session. When the two chambers have been sitting 
for five months he may bring their sessions to an end by a decree 
at any time. Finally he may dissolve the Chamber of Deputies 
with the consent of the Senate; but this power has not been used 
since the famous Seize Mai in 1877. 

As for the men who make up the Chamber of Deputies there is a Personnel of 
general impression that they do not average up to the standards of 
the British House of Commons or the American House of Repre- 
sentatives. It is difficult to tell how much real basis for this impres- 
sion there may be, because the quality of the men who sit in legis- 
lative bodies is something that does not lend itself to statistical 

computation. There are no yardsticks wherewith to measure legis- 
lative capacity. It is all a matter of individual judgment colored 
by patriotism or the lack of it. One may doubt, however, that the 
general impression is well founded in this case, although it is quite 
true that the practice of electing deputies from relatively small 
districts has tended to fill the Chamber with local politicians. It 
has helped to lower the position of deputy to that of a patronage- 
seeker for his own district. His mandate to Paris is less that of a 
lawmaker than that of a village ambassador. Hence a large portion 
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of his time must be spent in finding jobs for the pay-roll patriots 
of his arrondissementj visiting the prefecture in quest of favors^ 
and serving as a messenger for everybody who has official business 
at the capital. 

The impression of mediocrity may be due, in part, to the fact 
that the French people are themselves rather vigorous critics of 
their own parliamentarians. And certain it is that to an outsider 
the deputies do not look impressive. Many of them dress sloiichily 
and look unkempt. This is true even of some who are men of v^orld- 
wide reputation, such as Briand and Painleve. The average deputy 
goes home every Friday evening and gets back to Paris on Tues- 
day with a clean collar and a new grist of errands for his constit- 
uents. Incidentally he travels free on the railroads, which is why 
he goes home so often. The decentralization of parties in France 
may also have had an influence upon the quality of the men elected 
to the Chamber. It has given a great advantage to the candidate 
who can intrigue and form alliances, whose political principles are 
not firmly fixed, and who is willing to compromise in order to secure 
votes. But in the last analysis it may be questioned whether the 
French Chamber of Deputies is inferior in intellect to either the 
House of Commons or the House of Representatives, and cer- 
tainly it maintains as high a standard of official honesty. 

The deputy is the pivotal figure in contemporary French govern- 
ment. He is local leader and boss combined. He is looked upon as 
the real sovereign of France, says Siegfried, ^^by the millions of 
nobodies who make up the French nation.” ^ And often he acts the 
part. The deputy^s attitude toward the ministers, or even toward 
the President of the Republic, is not one of studied deference as is 
the corresponding relation in England and America. President and 
ministers may be the government of France, but the deputy is the 
people of France. UEtat c^est moi — if he doesn’t say it, he often 
thinks it. 

The Chamber of Deputies is unlike the House of Commons in 
that very few of its members come from families allied with the old 
nobility. It contains no considerable element analogous to the 
English squires or country gentlemen. There are many large 
landowners in France, especially in the western part of the coun- 
try; but few ever get themselves elected. Unlike the American 
House of Representatives, moreover, the Chamber of Deputies 

^ Andre Siegfried, France — A Study in Nationality (New Haven, 1930), p. 107. 
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-does not contain a large number of men who directly represent the 
interests of agriculture, industry, and commerce. It includes rela- 
tively few men who have ever worked with their hands. The largest 
element is made up of professional men,— lawyers, physicians, 
journalists, retired public officials, educators — and always a good 
many professional politicians. 

Frenchmen complain that there has been a steady decline in the Has the 
standards of ability, independence, and intelligence among their deci^'Sf? 
lawmakers during the past fifty years. In that they are not unique, 
for one hears the same complaint in England and America. They 
, grumble that there are no Thiers, Ferrys, Gambettas, or Waldeck- 
Rousseaus in the Chamber of Deputies to-day, just as Englishmen 
lament the absence of Disraelis and Gladstones in the House of 
Commons, while Americans seek in vain for Websters and Clays 
among contemporary congressmen. The trouble is that every- 
where the world idealizes the men of the past and exalts them to a 
pedestal on which their contemporaries would not have placed 
them. A legislative body often gives an impression of mediocrity 
for the mere reason that the times give it nothing heroic to do. . 

One senses a strong bourgeois flavor in the French Chamber. The bour- 
A bourgeois in France is a man who has saved some money— but 
not too much. The bourgeois deputy gets himself a modest room 
in some section of Paris where the American tourist has not yet 
stimulated the landlords to higher rentals. He shies at silk hats 
and dinner jackets, rides to the day’s business on the underground 

or on a bus, gets his meals en 'pension, and votes against proposals 
to raise taxes. Being a French deputy gives a man no such social 
standing among his own people as that which attaches to member- 
ship in the House of Commons. An English M.P., if he be reason- 
ably presentable, has an assured social entree if he wants it. The 
increase of Labor strength in the House of Commons has changed 
this situation somewhat, but the number of members whose social 
status is unquestioned still continues to be large at Westminster. 

On the other hand the French Chamber contains a greater number 
of men who possess the ability to speak lucidly, effectively, and to 
the point. Nowhere, in any language, is better diction used than 
from the tribune of the Palais Bourbon. 

Most of the deputies are men of political experience. It is rarely The ladder 
that anyone goes direct to the Chamber without any earlier 
political training. Young Frenchmen who are politically ambitious 


Personality 
counts for 
much. 


Deputies 
are poorly 
paid. 




The dep- 
uty’s work- 
ing day. 


464 THE FRENCH ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

often get themselves elected to the council of the commune. After 
service there they become mayors or members of the general 
council of the department. As in America they find it advantageous 
to join various fraternal societies (more especially the Grand- 
Orient, as the Masonic order is called in France) and to use these 
affiliations as a means of broadening their acquaintance. Aspirants 
also find it desirable to keep their names before the public in the 
newspapers, and every rising French politician tries to hitch one or 
more local newspapers to his chariot. 

The French deputy feels that he owes far more to his district 
than to his party. In view of the lax party discipline which arises 
from this fact the personality of the candidate counts for more at 
an election in France than in England or America. Lord Bryce 
once remarked that the Frenchman who aspires to be a deputy 
must ‘^cultivate an easy and genial manner,^’ but must also, he 
says, “observe a decent regularity of life,” especially in the staider 
rural areas. The dme rigide of rural France is as easy to shock as 
the puritan conscience of rural America. The candidate for the 
British House of Commons is expected to “nurse his constituency,” 
and must be a good angel to every worthy local cause. There is 
the same expectation in France but it is not generally fulfilled 
because French politicians are not free with their francs, for the 
most part. 

Members of the Chamber are paid sixty-two thousand francs per 
annum (about $2,500 at the present rate of exchange). This is 
absurdly low. But they also receive allowances for secretarial 
help and for the entertainment of constituents who come to Paris. 
There is a fund out of which pensions to needy ex-deputies, as well 
as their widows and orphans, can be paid. A small deduction is 
made from the pay of each deputy for this fund. Every deputy, of 
course, expects to go higher and thus to obtain a larger emolument 
from the public purse. He hopes for a place in the ministry, and 
as ministries are frequently reconstructed his hope is by no means 
a forlorn one. 

Meanwhile the deputy earns his two hundred-odd dollars a 
month by serving as errand-boy-extraordinary for those who have 
the votes at home. His daily route is to the various ministries and 
back again. Ministers dispense the honors, the medals and the 
tricolored buttons, the administrative posts, mostly of small con- 
sequence, the tobacco licenses, and the college bursaries. To them 
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the deputy goes when his commune or arrondissement desires a 
bridge or a road, when a farmer wants to be compensated for 
damage done to his vines by a hailstorm, when a taxpayer disputes 
the tax-gatherer^s claim, when a parent wishes to have an indul- 
gent view taken of his son’s performances in an examination, or 
when a litigant thinks that a word of recommendation might help 
him in a court of justice. 

The voter writes to the deputy, and the deputy approaches the 
minister, and when either a grant of money, or a decoration, or a 
salaried post is in question, the minister is made to understand 
that the deputy’s support at the next critical vote in the Chamber 
will be affected by the degree of benevolence that the minister 
displays. Thus there is a continuous process of triangular traffick- 
ing between the constituents, the deputy, and the ministers. The 
constituents insist; the ministers demur; and the deputy does 
most of the worrying. His job is vexatious and none too dignified, 
which may be another reason why France does not get better 
deputies.^ 

The oratory of the pen counts for more in France than in Eng- Influence of 
land or the United States. Candidates for the Chamber make 
speeches, of course, but in reaching the public they place greater 
dependence upon the newspapers. Nearly all French newspapers 
are aggressively partisan and personal; they profess none of the 
party independence or neutrality that marks the great daily 
journals in America. The French newspaper is a personality, not 
an institution. It is the organ of its editor and the French editor 
never hides his light under a bushel. His editorials are flaming 
appeals, and he prints them on the front page with his name signed 
to them. So, when an editor or one of his close friends happens to 
be a candidate, the newspaper will devote its whole energies to the 
task of electing him. The news of the day will go off* the front page 
if necessary. In such cases the editor gives the public what he 
thinks the public ought to want, and the public takes what it gets. 

There are real debates in the Chamber of Deputies, with set Debates in 
speeches eloquently delivered. These speeches are not usually 
long,— they rarely exceed a half hour,— but they are earnest, often 
impassioned, and sometimes brilliant. The deputies interrupt with 
applause or with taunts and cries of all kinds, while the presiding 
officer brings beads of perspiration on his face by vigorously ringing 

^ See Lord Bryce, M odern Democracies, Vol. I, p. 258. 
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his bell for order. Not always, however, do the speakers restrict 
themselves to the issue which is before the Chamber; they fre- 
quently use the tribune for disquisitions on politics in general. 
The newspapers rarely print any of the speeches in full, but they 
usually give the substance, well flavored with their own praise or 
condemnation. To the onlooker from the galleries the debates in 
the French Chamber seem rowdy and acrid at times, but there is 
not much personal rancor behind these oratorical barrages. Depu- 
ties shake fists at one another at a safe distance on the floor or 
even throw out challenges to a duel — and then fraternize in the 
corridors. 

The powers of the Chamber do not require much explanation. 
Its aflSrmative action is essential to the enactment of all laws what- 
soever. All financial measures must originate in this branch of the 
French parliament, and although the Senate is not constitutionally 
debarred from amending or rejecting such measures it has generally 
refrained from interference. Passing the budget is the Chamber’s 
big task each year and in this field its decisions are virtually final. 
Changes, after the budget has gone to the Senate, are relatively 
infrequent. As for non-financial measures, most of them also orig- 
inate in the Chamber of Deputies but the Senate feels free to 
amend, delay, or reject these bills at its discretion. As has been 
pointed out, the Senate’s usual course (when it does not like a 
bill), is to refer the measure to a committee for suffocation. But if 
the Chamber shows a live and sustained interest in the measure it 
will stir up the ministers and the ministers (if they dare) may then 
prod the Senate into concurrence. The process of lawmaking, 
however, is a big enough subject for a separate chapter. 


Besides the books listed at the close of the three preceding chapters, 
mention may be made of Eugene Pierre, TmiU de droit politique, electoral, 
et parlementaire (5th edition, Paris, 1919) ; Charles Benoist, La lois de la 
politique frangaise (Paris, 1928) ; M, Aragon, Guide pratique des elections 
legislatives (Paris, 1928); Henri Leyret, Le gouvernement et le parlement 
(Paris, 1919); Henri Maret, Le parlement (Paris, 1920) ; Pierre Dominique, 
Monsieur le parlement (Paris, 1928); and the various illuminating articles 
which appear from time to time in the Revue politique et parlementaire. 
See also below, p. 487. 
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He that makes the law knows better than anyone else how it should be 
executed and interpreted. It would seem, then, that there could be no better 
constitution than one in which the executive power is united with the legis- 
lative . — J ean-J acques Rousseau. 

When the legislative and executive powers are united in the same person, or 
in the same body of magistrates, there can be no liberty. — Montesquieu. 


Legislative bodies have a threefold purpose: they make the 
laws, they authorize the expenditures, and they control adminis- 
trative policy. By legislating they provide a system of rules govern- 
ing the conduct of the people; by adopting a budget they furnish 
the funds with which government can be carried on ; and by means 
of inquiries, interpellations, and investigations they exercise a 
continuous supervision over the administrative authorities. This 
represents a vast amount of work, and no legislature would ever 
manage to get it done without elaborate rules of procedure. These 
rules are not designed merely to expedite the passage of laws. 
Were that the case there would be no need for so many of them. 
They aim to ensure economy in public expenditures, to safeguard 
the rights of minorities in the legislative chamber, and to provide 
channels through which the ministers or other executive officials 
may be controlled. What we customarily call the “ process of law- 
making,’^ therefore, is in reality a good deal more than that. It is 
a process of legislation, appropriation, and supervision combined. 

Both branches of the French parliament elect their own presid- 
ing officers and determine their own rules of procedure. The pre- 
siding officer is chosen, in each chamber, by secret ballot. Two or 
more vice presidents are chosen at the same time, also several 
secretaries and some additional functionaries known as quaestors.^ 
Together these officials serve as a bureau or administrative commit- 
tee and appoint all the subordinate officers such as clerks and 
messengers. 

^ The quaestors are financial officers; they attend to the payment of members 
and of other expenses. 
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The position of the president in both chambers differs from that 
of the speaker in the British House of Commons, but is not very 
unlike that of the speaker at Washington. He is a party man, 
the choice of whatever combination of parties happens to control 
a majority among the members. In the Chamber of Deputies he is 
often one of the outstanding leaders. Upon his election to the 
chair he does not cease to be a partisan, as is the case with his 
prototype in the British House of Commons. By usage he is per- 
mitted to favor (if he does not do it too obtrusively) the bloc which 
elected him. In recent years it has become unusual for the presi- 
dent to leave his chair and take part in the debates, but it has not 
always been so. The fiery Gambetta, when he presided in the 
Chamber a generation ago, used to recognize himself, descend 
from his chair to the tribune, and pour forth oratory by the hour. 
By custom the president refrains from voting, even in case of a 
tie. If the vote is a tie the proposition is declared to be defeated. 
Some notable French statesmen have served as presidents of the 
Chamber, including Brisson, Painlev4, and Herriot. 

In general the powers of the presiding officers in the two French 
chambers are the same as in other legislatures. They recognize 
members who desire to speak, put questions to a vote, announce 
the results, decide points of order, and sign the records of pro- 
ceedings. There is no important difference between the functions 
of the presiding officer in the Senate and in the Chamber of Depu- 
ties. But the president of the Chamber finds much greater scope for 
the exercise of his disciplinary powers in as much as the task of 
maintaining order is much more difficult in the lower branch. The 
Senate is a well-behaved body which seldom allows its temper to 
become ruffled. The Chamber of Deputies, on the other hand, 
always contains some obstreperous elements and ructions are not 
infrequent. When disorder flares up the president rings his bell and 
refuses to recognize anyone until the tumult subsides, or he puts 
on his hat as a warning, and when this does not restore order he 
suspends the sitting for an hour or two, thus giving opportunity for 
the atmosphere to cool off. 

Both chambers of the French parliament make use of commit- 
tees, or commissions as they are more commonly called. The tradi- 
tional French method has been to choose committees indirectly by 
lot. At the opening of each session, and once a month thereafter, 
the members of each chamber are divided by lot into bureaux or 
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sections. The Senate has nine of these; the Chamber of Deputies 
has eleven. Then, whenever it becomes necessary to appoint a 
committee each bureau contributes one or more members. Until 
the beginning of the twentieth century all committees were consti- 
tuted by the Chamber of Deputies in this way, and the Senate con- 
tinued the same plan for many years thereafter. When an im- 
portant project of legislation came before the Chamber a special 
committee was formed to consider it. But the projects became too 
numerous and there gradually developed the practice of referring 
several measures to the same committee. The result of this was to 
continue some of the committees throughout the session whereas 
the original intention was that each should disband as soon as it 
had reported on the individual measure submitted to it. Little by 
little, in this manner, the work of the Chamber was shifted from 
special to permanent or standing committees. 

But the committees continued to be chosen by the bureaus, and 
the latter continued to be selected by lot, once a month. This 
meant that a permanent committee, by reason of its permanence, 
remained functioning long after the bureaus which had created it 
were dissolved. Vacancies were therefore filled by appointing 
members from the same geographical departments as those who 
had dropped out. 

So long as committees were organized in this way they could 
develop no real sense of responsibility. They did not usually re- 
flect the mind of the whole Chamber. A majority of the members 
on any committee were not necessarily in sympathy with the 
ministry. Being chosen indirectly by lot there was no reason why 
they should be. Hence measures which the ministers brought 
before the Chamber were frequently mutilated in committee until 
they were almost unrecognizable. And the reports of the commit- 
tees were just as frequently rejected by the majority in the Cham- 
ber under ministerial leadership. The orderly process of legisla- 
tion, and the development of a real committee system, were greatly 
impeded by this plan of bureau selection. Because of this it was 
partially abandoned in 1910. Since that date there have been 
further changes in the rules of the Chamber and at the present 
time only minor committees are selected by the old plan. The 
Senate has also made changes in the same direction so that its 
methods of organizing committees is now much the same as in the 
Chamber. 
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2. The new To-day the Chamber of Deputies maintains twenty regular 
committees or commissions, each having forty-four members. 
They are reconstituted annually. Each is made up by assigning a 
proportionate representation to the various party-groups in the 
Chamber as a whole. The procedure is as follows : first the numeri- 
cal strength of each party-group in the Chamber is figured and 
ofiicially announced. ^ Then each group is notified that it is en- 
titled to its due proportion of members on each of the twenty com- 
mittees and is asked to nominate them. Each group thereupon 
' holds a caucus and selects from its own ranks a suflBcient number 

I of members as requested. This is usually accompanied by pre- 

; liminary conferences and agreements, but if there is any livalry 

' that cannot be settled in this way the group decides the matter 

by secret ballot. 

■ Publication When each group has named its own representatives on all the 
; If pri'" committees the complete lists are made up and published. If, at 

tests. gjj(j of three days, no protest signed by at least fifty deputies 

has been lodged with the Chamber, the committees are deemed to 
have been chosen ; but if a protest is filed in proper form the whole 
Chamber takes up the matter and settles it by vote if necessary. 

; In the Senate the procedure is much the same but there are only 

I twelve regular committees to be appointed, there are fewer party 

'■ groups to be represented, the committees are smaller, and any 

■ twenty senators may file a protest against the acceptance of the 

” group nominations.^ 

' Eetention The bureaus still remain in both chambers of the French parha- 
i bifaux. ment and are still constituted monthly by lot. But they retain 
' only a shadow of their former importance. At the beginning of each 

parliament they canvass the election returns. Thereafter, from 
time to time, they are called upon to furnish members for special 
,» committees but only when these are expressly provided for. All 

:| important business now goes to the standing committees as in the 

legislatures of other countries. 

; This new plan of organizing the standing committees in a way 

that ensures a proportional representation of the various party- 

1 In case of doubt the individual deputy is asked to declare the group to which he 
belongs. If he disclaims allegiance to any group he is listed with the ‘ non-mscnts, 
and these also are given their proportionate share of representation. 

“ For a full discussion of the procedure see the article on “ Parliamentary Com- 
missions in France,” by Professor Lindsay Rogers, in the Political Science Quarterly, 

Vol. XXXVIII, pp. 413-442; 602-635 (September-December, 1923). 
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groups was opposed on the ground that it would cause the deputies 
to think of partisanship first and patriotism second. But it has 
proved far superior to the older method. It places the majority bloc 
in control of every committee and thereby diminishes the chance 
that the committee reports will be rejected by the Chamber as a 
whole. It ensures to the ministry a non-hostile consideration of its 
measures. Moreover, it affords each party-group an opportunity to 
place its members on committees in which they are interested. 
Under the old plan a deputy’s own preferences were of little account 
in determining his assignment. Finally, the new arrangement im- 
poses upon the committees a sense of responsibility for what they 
do. They have become bodies in which much of the real lawmaking 
work is done. 

Each of these regular committees has its own field of work. One 
deals with the budget, another with measures relating to the army, 
another with public works, another with industrial relations. There 
are standing committees on the navy, agriculture, education, 
public health, and commerce. Every legislative proposal is referred 
to the appropriate committee and makes no further progress in the 
Chamber until a report from the committee is forthcoming. The 
committees usually confine their sittings to Wednesday and Satur- 
day of each week, there being no plenary sessions of the Chamber 
on these days. But they also meet on other days if there is urgent 
work to be done. The rules of the Chamber provide that ^^at least 
one day per week” must be assigned to them. There are no public 
hearings as in Great Britain and America; the sessions of French 
parliamentary committees are always executive sessions, but the 
author of the bill which is under consideration may be present.^ 

This is one of the noteworthy features of French parliamentary 
usage, yet it hardly seems consistent with the commonly recognized 
usages of democratic government. Nor does it make for efficient 
committee work, because experience has everywhere shown that 
there is no better way of getting information than by means of 
public hearings. On the other hand, the members of the com- 
mittees always confer with the leading supporters and opponents of 
any important measure which they are considering. This ensures 
both sides a chance to use their persuasive powers before a report 
is made. Each committee, moreover, is required to keep a detailed 

^ Even deputies who are not members of the committee have no right to attend 
unless the Chamber by special resolution authorizes their attendance. 
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record of its proceedings and this record is deposited in the archives 
of the Chamber where any deputy may inspect it. 

The French process of lawmaking resembles the English in one 
important feature, namely, in the distinction which is made between 
government measures (projets de loi), and private members’ bills 
(propositions de loi). Government measures are submitted to 
parliament by a member of the ministry in the name of the Presi- 
dent of the Republic. Immediately upon introduction they are 
referred, without reading or debate, to the appropriate standing 
committee. But bills relating to any matter, public or private, 
may also be introduced by any senator or deputy. Until about 
twenty years ago all such bills were first referred to a monthly 
committee (commission d’initiative) constituted under the old plan, 
and this body could reject any bill which did not seem worthy of 
further consideration. 

But nowadays all bills introduced by senators or deputies are 
ordinarily referred without debate to a standing committee in the 
same way as government measures. The presiding officer may, 
however, refuse to refer a bill to a committee if he regards it as 
proposing something that would be unconstitutional. And in any 
case these private members’ bills, if they raise important issues of 
policy, have very little chance of being favorably reported if the 
ministry is hostile. In this respect the situation is much the same as 
in England, the general theory of lawmaking in both countries being 
that the ministry has the chief responsibility for all important 
measures. Accordingly, when individual senators or deputies 
desire legislation on any matter of general importance the usual 
plan is to offer a resolution requesting the ministers to draft and 
submit a projet, and if this resolution is adopted the ministers do as 
they are bidden. 

Bills may be introduced in either branch of the French parlia- 
ment but most of them, as a matter of practice, originate in the 
Chamber of Deputies. Among important measures the great 
majority are brought in as projets by the ministers. When any 
senator or deputy becomes interested in having a certain law en- 
acted, his usual first step is to confer with the minister in whose 
department the matter seems to lie. He suggests to this minister 
the desirability of drafting and submitting a government measure. 
If the minister is favorably impressed he will lay the matter before 
his colleagues in the cabinet, and if they concur with him the rest 
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is easy. A bill will be prepared, introduced by the minister as a 
government measure, and probably passed. So the senators and 
deputies put all sorts of pressure upon the ministers in order to 
gain their support for particular measures. 

What if the individual senator or deputy does not succeed in 
converting the ministers to his point of view? In that case he may 
go ahead by introducing his own proposition de loi, but without 
much likelihood of ultimate success unless the ministry undergoes 
a change of heart. Active ministerial opposition is fatal to the 
measure — or fatal to the ministry — for when the cabinet asks the 
Chamber to reject a bill the latter must either do so or find a new 
ministry. But the issue is rarely pressed to this extreme. Each 
committee, during its consideration of any bill which has been 
introduced by a senator or deputy, makes it a point to ascertain 
the attitude of the ministers before making its report. Under 
normal conditions, if the ministers are actively hostile the measure 
will not be favorably reported to the Chamber. On the other hand 
if the ministers are not opposed to the whole bill but only to some 
features of it, they may suggest amendments which the committee 
will consider and probably adopt. 

Let us assume, however, that a measure has been referred to a 
standing committee and is approved by it. What is the next step? 
First the committee appoints a reporter, that is, it names one of 
its own members (not necessarily its chairman) to report the meas- 
ure and defend it in the Chamber. This it does even in the case of 
government measures— a practice which contrasts sharply with 
that of the House of Commons. In England a government measure 
is always presented, explained, and defended on the floor by a 
member of the ministry. This minister (or his representative in 
the House), is primarily responsible for the progress of the bill at 
all stages. In the American House of Representatives bills are 
ordinarily reported to the House by the chairman of the committee 
which has considered them. But in France the “reporters” ap- 
pointed by the committees to steer government measures through 
parliament are neither ministers nor chairmen; they are private 
members. The ministers and the chairmen may join in the debate, 
and usually do ; but they do not direct it. For the moment the min- 
ister who has framed the bill, and who presumably knows most 
about it, is eclipsed by a private member. The chairman of the 
committee also plays second fiddle to the rapporteur. 
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Here is a division of functions and responsibility which has not 
been altogether beneficial in its effects. There is much to be said for 
the English plan of having each minister pilot his own bills through 
the House. There is also a good deal to be said for the Ameri- 
can plan of having the chairman of the committee do the steering. 
In both cases the responsibility is fixed and unified. The French 
method divides the leadership. It consequently divides the re- 
sponsibility and this diffusion would be fatal were it not for the 
fact that the reporters and the ministers usually work in close 
cooperation. Incidentally the successful steering of an important 
bill may give the rapporteur great prestige and virtually ensure his 
early entrance into a ministry. Aristide Briand, for example, made 
himself a national figure by his work in guiding the Separation Law 
through the Chamber. 

When a committee is ready to report a measure the text is 
printed and distributed to the members of the Chamber. On the 
day appointed for debating it the reporter mounts the tribune 
and explains his committee’s recommendation. Speeches dealing 
with the general principles of the bill may then follow, but ques- 
tions relating to details and phraseology are passed over. No 
amendments are in order at this stage. When the debate on the 
general features of the bill has been finished a vote is taken on the 
question of proceeding to consider the details passing to the arti- 
cles” it is called). If the Chamber votes No on this question the 
measure is defeated. But if it votes Yes the bill is then taken up 
section by section as in the House of Commons. During this stage 
amendments may be proposed by any member. In order to be 
recognized by the chair, however, a member must put his name on 
the presiding officer’s roster and take his turn.^ Sometimes, wffien 
important measures are under consideration, this roster contains 
scores of names and the debate runs on day after day. 

In the House of Commons it is an unwritten rule that no one who 
is not a member may speak from the floor. Fie may appear at the 
bar of the House and have his say, but this position is technically 
outside the Chamber itself. Congress is also averse to hearing the 
voices of any but its own members, although the President of the 
United States is vouchsafed the privilege of addressing it in person 
at any time. Members of the American cabinet never speak in 

^ This does not apply to the ministers or to the reporter who is in charge of the 
bill, both of whom are entitled to recognition whenever they ask for it. 
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either House. If they attend they sit in the gallery. But in the 
Chamber of Deputies non-members may take a hand in debates— 
ministers whose seats are in the Senate, undersecretaries, bureau 
chiefs, and various experts who may be designated by the minister 
to explain the technical phases of a measure. These functionaries 
may be called in to elucidate, defend, or suggest changes. They are 
especially in evidence during the debates on the budget. Expert 
officials from the various branches of the administrative service 
come in and are sent to the tribune to explain what the figures 
mean. This plan is not without its advantages, for it means that 
the talk is by men who are close to the figures and know what they 
are talking about— which cannot always be said of the budget 
debates in other legislative bodies. 

Debates on the details of measures might be indefinitely pro- Methods of 
longed in the French Chamber were it not for two considerations ^ 

which operate to keep discussion within bounds. One is the fact 
that most of the bills (especially the projets de loi) are short and 
simple; they do not contain page after page of detailed provisions 
as is the case with so many legislative bills in Great Britain and i. No dis- 
America. In France the details of a law are generally left to be deSus! 
worked out by the council of state and promulgated in an execu- 
tive decree. This is a wise usage. It saves the time of parliament, 
ensures a more careful consideration of details, and gives flexibility 
to the laws. At any rate debate on the general principles of a bill, 
when it comes up on the floor, exhausts most of the opposition. 

In the second place the rules permit the Chamber to put an end 2 . The cl6- 
to debate on any clause or section of a bill by applying the cldture. 

This can be done by majority vote at any time provided at least 
two members have spoken on the question, one on each side. A 
motion to apply the cldture cannot be debated in the ordinary way, 
but before the motion is put an opportunity's always given for one 
deputy to speak against it. The cldture, if carried, does not debar 
a member of the ministry from continuing the discussion, and 
ministers frequently take advantage of this privilege. But if a 
minister prolongs the discussion beyond the ci6ture-vote, at least 
one deputy must be given the opportunity of replying to him. The 
intent of the rules is that some private member, and not a min- 
ister, shall have the last word. 

There is one other custom in the French Chamber which deserves Debating 
mention because of its unusual character, namely, the practice of 


476 


THE FRENCH REPUBLIC 


permitting absent members to write their speeches and have them 
read by their friends. The practice is by no means common but the 
privilege is there for those who want it. When a deputy is suscepti- 
ble to stage fright, or has a poor voice, he can take this way of get- 
ting his ideas before the Chamber. He writes an oration—or gets 
some facile journalist to do it for him. Then he stays away while 
some Demosthenes from his own party delivers it for him. The 
speech goes into the official journal and into the newspapers where 
the yokels of the Vosges or the Vendee can see what a clever repre- 
sentative they have. To get a speech printed, however, a French 
deputy must first get it spoken — every word of it. There is no pro- 
vision, as in the American House of Representatives, for having 
speeches printed without being delivered. 

Votes are taken by a show of hands, or by calling on the Ayes and 
the Noes to rise in succession. If there is any doubt as to the ac- 
curacy of the count it is not customary to call the roll (as in Amer- 
ica) or to have the members pass through turnstiles into division 
lobbies (as in England). Instead of calling the roll, a balloting 
urn is passed from seat to seat and each deputy drops his ballot 
into it. There is no secrecy in this balloting; each deputy can see 
how his neighbors vote.^ If a deputy is absent he may ask some 
fellow member to put in a ballot for him. France is one of the few 
countries which permits its legislators to vote by proxy. Finally, 
if the result of this ballot does not satisfy the Chamber, fifty 
members may demand a ^'ballot at the tribune.’^ In this case the 
names of the deputies are called in alphabetical order. As each 
name is called the deputy walks to the tribune and hands his 
white or blue ballot to one of the secretaries. No proxy voting is 
allowed in this case, hence the balloting at the tribune sometimes 
gives a different result from the balloting in the urn. 

When the debate “on the articles’’ has been concluded the 

^ The ballots are in the form of small slips of paper which are provided by the 
bureau of the Chamber at the beginning of each session. Every deputy is given a 
package of these slips, of which some are white and some are blue, each slip having 
his name printed on it. He keeps these slips in the little swivel desk which is at- 
tached to the back of the seat immediately in front of his own. When a balloting 
takes place he uses a white slip to vote Aye, or a blue slip to vote No. 

2 The privilege of voting by proxy has been considerably abused. “A deputy who 
is detained by political or social duties asks some friendly member to east a ballot 
for him; by way of being on the safe side he asks several of his friends to do so. 
Half a dozen of his ballots may be thrown into the urn. Ballots are often cast for 
members without their permission and even for members who are present.” E. M. 
Sait, The Government and Politics of France (New York, 1920), p. 220. 


THE PROCESS OF 'LAWMAKING 


477 


question of passing the bill as a whole is submitted to the Chamber 
and if this vote is affirmative the measure goes to the Senate where 
it follows much the same procedure as in the lower House. Having 
passed the Senate it is laid before the President of the Republic — 
not for his signature but for promulgation. The president’s ap- 
proval is not essential to the validity of a law, but the constitu- 
tion authorizes him to delay promulgation, meanwhile asking the 
chambers to reconsider their action. This power to delay promul- 
gation is of no practical importance, however, because the presi- 
dent never exercises it. 

In order to be duly enacted, a bill must be passed by both the 
Senate and the Chamber of Deputies in exactly the same form. 
Any amendment made by one chamber will serve to defeat a 
measure unless it is agreed to by the other. Bills are frequently 
hung up by a failure to procure agreement on some particular 
provision, sometimes a minor provision. When this happens with 
respect to government measures the usual practice is for the min- 
isters to intervene and break the deadlock if they can. They may 
suggest a compromise and urge it from the tribune in both cham- 
bers. This they are able to do in a direct and effective way because 
they have the right to speak in both. Or, if the issue is one of real 
importance, the ministers can demand that one of the chambers 
recede and may threaten to resign if it does not. In the ease of pri- 
vate members’ bills the ministers do not intervene, and compro- 
mises are not so easily effected. 

In France, as in other countries, the most important business at 
every legislative session is related to public revenues or public 
expenditures. France has had a national budget system for many 
years, and in its main features this system is like that of Great 
Britain. The work of framing the budget is begun each autumn by 
the minister of finance who requests the other ministers to pre- 
pare their estimates for the next fiscal year. When these estimates 
have been obtained they are consolidated into one huge document 
and placed before the ministry for revision. Accompanying the 
estimates is a statement, prepared by the same minister, showing 
the anticipated revenues. The ministry revises and adjusts the 
figures as may seem advisable, its aim being to bring the ordinary 
expenditures within the limit set by the estimated national income. 

In France the budget makes a distinction between ordinary and 
extraordinary expenditures. The former include, or are supposed to 
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include, all the current expenses of government; the latter comprise 
expenditures which are not of a current nature, such as the cost of 
carrying on a war or restoring devastated territory or providing 
some great public improvement. Extraordinary expenditures are 
not paid out of current revenue but by borrowing money. The 
distinction is sound in principle but its practical application has 
left much to be desired. There is a strong temptation to secure a 
balance between current revenue and current expenditure by 
transferring to the “extraordinary” list many things which do not 
really belong there. French ministries have done this on a consider- 
able scale since the war. Billions of francs have been borrowed for 
extraordinary expenses on the assumption that the money will 
ultimately be repaid out of the German reparations. 

When the ministry has finished with the estimates of receipts 
and expenditures they are presented in a hi de finances to the 
Chamber of Deputies.^ This is done in a budget speech by the 
minister of finance. The Chamber, after hearing the minister's 
general survey, refers the whole matter without debate to its 
budget committee, which is the most important of all its standing 
committees. This committee forthwith pitches into work on the 
ponderous dossier and may spend months at its task. Public 
hearings are not held, as in Congress, but the budget committee 
consults freely with the financial officers of all the ministerial de- 
partments. It appoints subcommittees to study portions of the esti- 
mates, and these subcommittees sometimes become so inquisitive 
that the ministers resent their intrusion into departmental affairs. 

On the whole, however, the budget committee works in coopera- 
tion with the ministers and rarely assumes a hostile attitude. It is 
free to insert, strike out, reduce, or increase, any item, — and it does 
make a good many changes, but they are not of great importance. 
The established practice is to make no substantial alterations, 
particularly by way of increase, unless the committee is assured 
that the ministry will approve. No other course, indeed, would be 
practicable, for if the budget committee and the ministry were not 
in agreement it would be necessary for the Chamber to choose be- 
tween supporting the ministry and forcing it to resign. 

When the committee has finished its work, the revised budget is 
laid before the whole Chamber where it is dealt with like any other 


^ In printed form the budget is a document of .several hundred pages and contains 
forty to fifty thousand items, all grouped by administrative departments. 
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government measure. There is a debate on its general principles, 
followed by a consideration of the articles or items. The rap- 
porteur of the budget committee, not the minister of finance, is in 
charge of the measure and is responsible for getting it through the 
Chamber without mishap. The minister is merely his adjutant. 
This is in contrast with the English practice of having the chancel- 
lor of the exchequer guide the budget through the House of 
Commons. Nor does it closely resemble the procedure in Congress 
where the chairman of the committee on appropriations brings the 
budget before the House and assumes the task of getting it through. 
Like this chairman, however, the reporter of the budget committee 
in the French Chamber is invariably a skilled and experienced 
parliamentarian. He sits* on the front bench during the budget 
debates, with the members of his committee alongside him. As 
groups of items are taken up in succession he sees to it that ques- 
tions are answered and objections met. The minister of finance 
also takes a prominent part in the debate, and is usually the most 
frequent participant in it; but the reporter is the man who does the 
steering. It is his nod that sends speakers to the tribune. 

There is one other feature in which French budget procedure 
differs from English, and it is of much significance. Mention has 
been made of a famous rule in the House of Commons which pro- 
vides that no proposal of expenditure can be considered unless it 
emanates from the crown, that is, from the cabinet. In the Cham- 
ber of Deputies there is no such provision, either by rule or by 
usage. The Chamber can insert new items in the budget or increase 
the size of items already there. ^ And this freedom it often utilizes, 
even in the direction of revising the budget upwards. It is true, of 
course, that the Chamber cannot take this action against the re- 
sistance of the ministers unless it is ready to force the ministry’s 
resignation; but it is equally true that the ministers, being practical 
politicians, do not force the issue to this alternative if they can 
avoid it. When the Chamber seems bent on making an increase in 
the budget the ministers usually assent to it unless the alteration is 
one that would throw the whole financial scheme out of gear and 
necessitate a general revision of the figures. 

^ Since 1900, however, the Chamber has had a rule that no private member may 
propose during the debate on thaloi des finances any amendment involving the es- 
tablishment of a new public office or the increase of any existing salary or pension. 
Nor may any private member offer a resolution asking the ministry to propose such 
action. 
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But usage 
has tended 


In matters of this kind the customs of a lawmaking body count 
)r more than its formal rules. And the traditions of the Chamber 
E Deputies are steadily hardening along lines similar to those of 
le House of Commons. The deputies realize that a minister of 
nance cannot make a balanced budget if the Chamber insists upon 
banging items at will. A national budget is a very complicated 
ffair, with all its parts adjusted and interlocked. If you change 
ne item, there is always an equally good reason for changing 
thers, and presently the whole thing is jerked wide open. Hence, 
3 a practical matter, there is a strong incentive to let the items 
3and as they are. Radical changes, when the budget is passing 
irough the Chamber, are now much less common than they used 
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agriculture a stipulation that fruit growers shall not be prosecuted 
for combining to raise prices. A rider may have any degree of ir- 
relevancy. In Congress this privilege of tacking riders to money 
bills has been grossly abused, and the same is true of the French 
parliament. About a dozen years ago, however, the Chamber of 
Deputies adopted a rule which forbids the adding of riders to the 
regular budget. Nothing can now be inserted in the loi de finances 
except items which directly relate to revenue or expenditure. But 
riders may still be added to special appropriation measures or to 
ordinary laws. 

Putting the budget through the Chamber of Deputies is slow Final stages 
business. It usually takes three months or more. The debate the^budgft. 
proceeds item by item, but the votes are taken by groups of items. 

One after another the deputies go to the tribune and utilize some 
proposed appropriation as the text for a long disquisition on the 
conduct of French government in general. Personal and local 
grievances are aired extensively. The presiding officer exerts him- 
self to keep business moving, but not always with success. During 
the past twenty years the situation has been considerably improved 
by the operation of a rule which provides that ministers may not 
be ^interpellated” on matters arising in the course of the budget 
debates. ^ At any rate, when the debate is finished, and the budget 
bill has been passed by the Chamber, it goes up to the Senate 
where its progress is usually more rapid. 

The Senate also refers the measure to a committee, but this body The budget 
does not keep it long or study it very carefully. The bill soon comes 
back and is debated by the Senate as a whole. Under certain lim- 
itations (which have already been mentioned) amendments may 
be proposed by any senator. Now and then some important 
changes are made by the Senate and the bill is returned to the 
Chamber, where the amendments may be accepted, or, as often 
happens, most of them are rejected. In the latter ease the minister 
of finance endeavors to effect a compromise, and in this he is 
aided, if need be, by a joint committee of conference. Eventually 
an agreement is reached and the budget act goes to the Elys6e for 
promulgation by the President of the Republic. 

Now it is obvious that this elaborate procedure must consume The provl- 
a lot of time. Although the minister of finance begins his work of 
arranging the estimates in October, the budget does not usually 

^ Concerning the interpellation procedure see heloWi pp. 483-486. 
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reach the President until the following midsummer. Meanwhile a 
new fiscal year has begun on January first and the government must 
have money with which to carry on the business of the country. 
So the two Chambers bridge the gap by voting certain lump sums 
. as requested by the minister of finance. These sums, because they 

are supposed to cover essential expenditures for one or more months 
of the year, are known as “provisional twelfths.” They are ap- 
portioned among the various branches of the administration by 
presidential decree. Later, when the budget is finally voted, the 
sums already spent are deducted from the totals. 

The Cham^ From the foregoing outline of budget procedure it will be seen 
of that although the control of national finances exercised by the 

Chamber of Deputies is not so complete as that of the House of 
Commons, it falls very little short of it. The ministers have the 
initiative, but the Chamber controls the ministers. Every year a 
full account of all money spent during the preceding year must be 
laid before the deputies. While it is true that the French Senate 
may amend the budget, while the House of Lords may not; this 
difference is of no great practical significance for when the 
Chamber stands firm the French Senate virtually always recedes. 
Not so the Senate of the United States. It amends money bills 
with a free hand and when the House of Representatives declines 
to concur the issue goes to a conference committee where the Sen- 
^ ate usually wins. So one might sum up the matter in this way: 

The House of Commons has complete control of national finances 
' both in law and in fact; the Chamber of Deputies has it in fact 

but not in law ; while the House of Representatives has it in neither. 
Questions The Chamber^s control of the French ministry is a corollary 
: to the min- from its power over the purse. For there is nothing that a ministry 

I isters. without funds. Governments must have nourishment in 

i order to live. But the French Chamber has other ways of holding 

the ministers to account. Its members have the privilege of ques- 
; tioning the ministers on the floor. Any deputy can ask questions, 

I either orally or in writing. The minister to whom questions are 

addressed must answer them unless there are reasons of state which 
make it advisable to refuse. Refusals to answer questions relating 
to diplomacy are sometimes based on this ground. When a min- 
ister answers a deputy's question it is permissible for the latter to 
; reply; but no further debate is permitted. The president of the 

Chamber merely declares the incident closed. Many questions 
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are asked at every session, some of them relating to the most 
trivial details of administration. 

A much more energetic means of enforcing the continuous respon- 
sibility of ministers to the Chamber is provided by the more 
formal questioning procedure known as the interpellation. This is 
a feature of great importance in France because it often settles 
the fate of ministries and in fact affords the usual way of deter- 
mining whether a minister possesses the confidence of the Chamber. 
In England a ministry rarely goes out of office except when the 
people pronounce against it at a general election; in France it is 
hardly ever ousted in this way but is given its coup de grace by an 
adverse vote on an interpellation in the Chamber. An interpella- 
tion is a formal question framed by some member of the Chamber 
and addressed to a minister; it differs from the ordinary question 
in that it must always be in writing; it paves the way for a general 
debate in which everyone has the right to take part, and the de- 
bate on an interpellation can only be closed by a vote. 

An interpellation may be framed by any member of the Chamber 
and may relate to any question of public policy except that no 
interpellation may be raised on matters which come up in con- 
nection with the annual budget. Couched in the fonn of a question 
the interpellation is presented to the presiding officer of the Cham- 
ber who reads it aloud and then transmits it to the minister con- 
cerned, or, if it raised a question of general policy, to the prime 
minister. If the interpellation is one which would elicit state secrets, 
and hence in the opinion of the ministers ought not to be discussed, 
they may refuse to accept it. This they sometimes do in the case 
of interpellations which concern matters of foreign policy. But if 
they accept the challenge a time is fixed for the minister's reply 
and for the debate thereon. The debate may be brief or prolonged 
according to the amount of interest which the Chamber displays 
in the matter. But in any case it must be concluded by a vote; 
there is no other way by which the Chamber can get back to its 
regular order of business. 

The motion to close an interpellation debate is made in some 
such form as this: ^^The Chamber, having heard the explanation 
of the minister, passes to the order of the day,’^ or ^^The Chamber, 
having heard the declaration of the minister, and being convinced 
that the grievances voiced during the course of the debate will be 
duly set right by the government, returns to the order of the day.'^ 
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Several motions, in fact, may be offered, in which case the simple 
motion to resume business, accompanied by no qualifying clause, 
is alwaj^s voted on first. Sometimes a ministry rests content with 
this simple motion, but as a rule it insists on an expression of 
confidence — an ordre du jour motive, it is called. 

Now the significance of this procedure arises from the fact that 
the ministers must resign unless they can obtain a majority vote 
in the Chamber on the question of passing to an order of the day. 
Most interpellations are not the result of a quest for information. 
When it is merely information that a deputy wants he can get it 
more quickly and more easily by asking an ordinary question. 
The purpose of the interpellation is twofold: First, to draw the 
attention of the whole Chamber (and, incidentally, of the news- 
papers) to some particular phase of ministerial policy which is 
believed to be open to criticism, and, second, to precipitate a vote 
which the framers of the interpellation hope will be adverse to the 
ministry. It is intended to be a means whereby the legislative body 
exercises its function of holding the administrative authorities to ac- 
count and thus preventing the rise of an irresponsible bureaucracy. 

Every ministry is from time to time put upon its mettle in this 
way. It must prepare to face a series of interpellations during the 
course of every session. Most of them it will succeed in answering 
to the satisfaction of a majority in the Chamber, but sooner or later, 
and perhaps quite unexpectedly, the ministers find themselves 
overthrown when the vote is taken. More French ministries have 
been turned out of office in this way than in all other ways com- 
bined. Hostile deputies lie awake nights thinking up ingenious 
queries which are bound to cause embarrassment no matter how 
the ministers may answer them. 

The interpellation has been a feature of French parliamentary 
procedure for a long time and it would now be difficult to abolish 
it. But most students of comparative government, and some 
French publicists as well, look upon the interpellation as a vicious 
institution. In its actual operation it does not tend to rectify the 
course of ministerial policy but to wreck the craft. Interpellations 
are not essential to the maintenance of ministerial responsibility, 
for England has had no difficulty in getting along without any 
such procedure, and so have the British self-governing dominions. 
The privilege is open to flagrant abuse, moreover, as the political 
history of France has shown. 
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If interpellations were confined to broad issues of public policy 
there would be something to be said for them, but they are not so 
confined. It is true that a ministry is not compelled to poser la 
question de confiance^’ on minor matters, but there is a strong 
temptation to meet challenges when they come. Hence relatively 
trivial matters are sometimes magnified into issues of nation- 
wide importance. It stands to reason that even the most capable 
minister will make a mistake now and then, — an error of judgment 
which in England or America would be readily overlooked if his 
general policy commanded approval. In Great Britain the House 
of Commons has always gone on the principle that a cabinet should 
not be turned out of office for some relatively inconsequential 
error which one of the ministers may have made. It parts company 
with a cabinet only when it feels that the time has come for a new 
deal all around. 

But in France there is no such tradition. The Chamber of 
Deputies lets itself get wrought up to a fever heat on some such 
issue as the proper length of the luncheon period for public em- 
ployees or the pay of the gendarmes in Paris. The debate crackles 
as though the salvation of the Republic depended on setting these 
momentous questions right. The atmosphere grows tense while 
the deputies, one by one, step forward to the tribune and deposit 
their white or blue ballots. Outside the Chamber the bookmakers 
and gamblers are laying wagers on the outcome as though the 
whole proceeding were a cock fight or a horse race. Perhaps the 
minister who declined to lengthen the luncheon hour emerges in 
triumph; perhaps he squeezes by with a few ballots to spare; or it 
may be that the vote marks the end of his ministerial career. 

It is sometimes asserted that the instability of French ministries 
is not mainly due to the interpellation procedure but results from 
the bloc system and the tenuous grip which a majority bloc usually 
maintains upon the Chamber as a whole. French cabinets are 
practically always coalitions, depending for their support on groups 
of deputies among wffiom there is no genuine cohesion. Any test 
of strength, no matter how applied, would disclose their weakness 
as compared with English ministries. In the British House of 
Commons an opposition member can at any time move the ad- 
journment of a debate in order to discuss some alleged grievance. 
When the budget is under discussion he can move to reduce the 
salary of some minister. And if a motion of this sort is adopted it 
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has exactly the same effect as an adverse vote upon an interpella- 
tion in France. Such motions are made from time to time in the 
House of Commons, but they are not adopted; they are regularly 
voted down. This is because the British ministry can count upon 
the votes when it needs them. In France the ministers have no 
such unified, dependable support. Their followers often scuttle 
from the ship when a gust of unpopularity is encountered. So it 
is not the interpellation procedure alone, but the intrinsic weak- 
ness of party discipline that is responsible for shortening the aver- 
age life of ministries in France. 

Among the thousands of Americans who go to Paris, few ever 
think of visiting the Palais Bourbon and taking a look at the Cham- 
ber of Deputies in session. This is true even of Americans who are 
actively interested in politics at home. Yet the Chamber is worth 
a visit, and admission to the galleries can be had for the asking. 
There is a fair chance of arriving in the midst of an exciting de- 
bate, for the sittings of this body rarely bear much resemblance 
to a prayer meeting. The visitor will be surprised to see the depu- 
ties addressing themselves to the audience and not to the chair as 
is the practice in other countries. If he understands the language 
he will be exhilarated by the swift and often brilliant exchanges of 
repartee that pass between the tribune and the floor. And if, per- 
chance, his visit happens to occur when the Chamber is deciding 
the outcome of an interpellation he will see a sight that is not soon 
forgotten. The excitement, the clamor, the gesticulations, the 
crowded galleries, the thronged corridors, and all the rest of it 
they constitute a spectacle that only Frenchmen can provide. 
SiirvGying it may wondGr how a groat nation ovor managos 

to get its laws made in this way. The answer is that it doesn’t. 
France does not sit back and wait for the politicians to put things 
in order for her. If she did she would be a true Cinderella among 
the nations. 

The laws of the French Republic are really framed by administra- 
tive experts under the direction of the ministers; they are revised 
and touched up by standing committees; the details are filled in 
by the council of state and promulgated by presidential decree. 
The Chamber is a “lawmaking body” in a titular sense only. Its 
prime function is deliberative — ^to reflect the desires and opinions 
of the people, in other words to keep the executive and administra- 
tive branches of the government responsive and responsible. It 
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is the grand inquest of the Republic with the function of criticizing 
the powers that be, and displacing them whenever the occasion 
arises, as it frequently does< 


Obviously the Rhglements de la Chambre des Deputes, and the Reqlements 
du Senat, in other words the rules of the two chambers, are tne best sources 
for the study of their procedure. But mention should also be made of 
Andr6 Breton^s volume on Le$ commissions et la reforme de la procedure 
parlementaire (Paris, 1922); J. Onimus, Questions et interpellations (Paris, 
1906); and the Precis elementaire de legislation financier e (Paris, 1917). 
There are many interesting comments on French political methods in the 
second volume of Sisley Huddleston, France and the French (2 vols., 
New York, 1925) and in Laurence Jerrold, France Today (London, 1916). 
The most recent general book on the subject is Lindsay Rogers, The French 
Parliamentary System (New York, 1931) . 

French budget procedure is fully explained in Ren4 Stourm’s book on 
Le budget, which has been translated into English (New York, 1917). 
Mention should also be made of Harvey Fisk, French Public Finance 
(New York, 1922) and R. M. Haig, The Public Finances of Post-War 
France (New York, 1929). The article by Lindsay Rogers, already re- 
ferred to {above, p. 470, note) is excellent and so is the discussion in Pro- 
fessor Sait’s volume {above, p. 450). See also the books listed at the close 
of the two preceding chapters. 
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POLITICAL PARTIES IN FRANCE 

To keep united, the only way is to stay disunited . — Jules Ferry. 

Organized political parties have existed for a relatively short 
time in France. Certainly there were none in Bourbon times, 
before the Revolution of 1789, for political parties do not exist in a 
despotism. Nor can the term political parties be fairly applied to 
the various factions (Jacobins, Girondists, and the rest) which 
Jostled each other in and out of power during the turmoils of the 
First Republic. It was not the aim of these factions to get control 
of the government by constitutional, non-violent methods. Blood- 
shed and imprisonment figured as a part of their day^s work. 

Even after the Revolution had run its course, and after Napo- 
leon I had been exiled, when France professed to be a constitu- 
tional monarchy with a frame of government like that of England, 
it seemed impossible to create a party system that would function. 
There were evanescent groupings from time to time during the 
next thirty years; but it was not until the establishment of the 
short-lived Second Republic (1848-1852) that French political 
parties began to acquire something of a stabilized basis. At the 
general elections of 1849 there were four well-marked party-groups 
in the field. Ranging from Right to Left these were the monarch- 
ists, the conservative republicans, the radical republicans, and the 
socialists. So, if an exact date must be found for the origin of the 
French party system this one will do as well as any other, in as 
much as the fourfold repartition of political opinion has remained 
to the present day. All party harmonies and discords during the 
past eighty years have been mere variations of this four-octave 
composition. 

From time to time, however, these four party divisions have 
proved insufficient to shelter all varieties of opinion among the 
people, and further disintegrations have taken place. At other 
times there has been a coalescence of two or more groups into a 
bloc or working alliance. French parties are constantly shifting 
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like the bits of glass in a kaleidoscope, yet the kaleidoscope is one in 
which the fragments always represent varying shades of the four 
original colors. The American student finds it hard to master 
the French party system, for the reason that he invariably tries 
to understand it in the light of his own preconceived ideas. He has 
his own conceptions of what political parties are and ought to be. 

These he has derived from his acquaintance with the party system 
in the United States. Consequently he tries to fit the French 
system into his own mental stereotypes; he looks for analogies, 
for national conventions, with their high-noting and keynoting, 
national committees, national chairmen, machines, bosses, rings, 
and steamrollers^ — with perhaps a Tammany Hall operating in 
Paris. Then he is upset when he finds that although France claims 
to be a “sister republic” she has virtually none of these familiar 
phenomena at all. 

Now the first thing that the American student of French politics A w 9 rd of 
ought to do (if he can) is to banish all these home-grown notions 
from his mind. He should approach his study of the French party 
system as though he were a man from the upstart planet Pluto, 
without any ideas as to what parties are or how they function. 

For the American and French party systems have nothing in com- 
mon. They are unlike in their organization, their aims, and their 
methods. To make the confusion worse, they use the same terms 
to mean different things. “The system of party government in 
France, if indeed it can be characterized by such a term,” says one 
writer, “is the most interesting and baffling feature of French 
political organization.” ^ He is right. Baffling it certainly is to 
outsiders, but largely because they try to understand it without 
any knowledge of French political history or of the peculiar en- 
vironment in which the game of Gallic politics is played. An Amer- 
ican political party in Congress is an organization with traditions 
behind it. A French political party is a leader and a handful of 
men in the Chamber. 

To understand French party politics of to-day it is necessary a brief sur- 
to go back fifty-odd years to the national assembly (or constitu- Mstory^in^^ 
tional convention) which framed the constitutional laws of the 
Third Republic. In that body, as has already been pointed out, h Thena- 
the monarchists controlled a majority, but they were badly divided, sembiyTf 
hence the republican minority managed to have its own way in i^7i-i875. 

^ naymond L. Buell, Contemporary French Politics (New York, 1920), p. 1. 
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many matters. They outvoted but did not convert the monarchists. 
The latter remained unreconciled to the republic. 

Then came the parliamentary election of 1876, the first general 
election under the new regime. This campaign developed into a 
pitched battle between republicans and monarchists, between those 
who desired the republic to endure and those who wanted to be rid 
of it at the first opportunity. This, however, was only the superfi- 
cial line of cleavage ; the real issue went deeper and reached to the 
very fundamentals of government. To accept the republic was to 
accept the implications of the Great Revolution, something that 
the monarchists of France had never done. Neither monarchists 
nor republicans, moreover, could hold their own ranks solid. 
Among the republicans there were three factions, calling them- 
selves radical republicans, moderate republicans, and conservative 
republicans.^ There were also three factions among the monarch- 
ists, but the division here followed dynastic lines into Bourbons, 
Orleanists, and Bonapartists. So the question was: Would these 
six groups unify into two, or would the divisions continue and be 
accentuated? The history of the past fifty-five years has answered 
that question. 

It is not surprising that French parties have disintegrated. 
Americans assume that the two-party system is the normal one 
because it has lasted so long in their own country, but bipartisan- 
ship is not a normal feature of modern politics the world over. In 
every country of continental Europe during the past half century 
there have been more than two parties, often seven or eight of 
them. These party-groups run the whole gamut of political in- 
clination from case-hardened conservatism to weird proletarianism. 
From Sicily to Siberia there are black shirts and red flags, with 
every shade of political pigmentation between. This disintegra- 
tion of partisan groups is not the product of any one political 
system, for it has been characteristic of continental monarchies 
and republics alike. It is to be found in Czechoslovakia and in 
Spain, in Poland and in Portugal, as well as in France. 

Many political philosophers have tried to divine the reasons 
for this phenomenon, but their efforts have not been attended with 
great success. It is apparently the outcome of several causes in- 

^ Owing to the position which they had occupied on the floor of the national as- 
sembly during the drafting of the constitution these three groups of republicans 
were colloquially known as the Extreme Left, the Left, and the Left Center. 
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eluding the prominence of economic and religious issues in conti- 
nental politics, the disinclination of the average European to let 
anybody else do his political thinking for him, the lack of a con- 
sensus on the fundamentals of government, and the bondage of 
e uiopean mind to the past. This last-named factor is perhaps 
the most important. Past history influences present politics, always 
and everywhere. Why are our own southern states Democratic? 
i ry to answer that question and see how far you will get without 
plungmg into the pohtical turmoils of seventy years ago. And so 
It IS m France. Such a term as Extreme Right wiU mean little to 

those whose knowledge of French history begins with the great 

war. ® 

■ Tu ^ elections of 1876 gave the republicans a majority 

in the Chamber of Deputies and thus assured the republic a re- 
newed lease of life. Dufaure, a leader of the Left Center, became 
prune minister, but soon gave way to Jules Simon who was a mem- 
ber of the same group. It was during the latter’s term that Pres- 
ident MacMahon made his flank attack upon the new regime by 
dismissmg a republican ministry, although it possessed a majority 
m the Chamber, and installing a cabinet drawn from the Right, 
lo teep his new ministry in power MacMahon had to dissolve 
the Chamber, whereupon the voters decided against him at the 

po Is and he was compelled to reinstall a repubhean administra- 
tion. 

MacMahon’s subsequent resignation of the presidency and his 
rep acement in that office by a loyal republican brought France 

nS-. r immediate 

possibility of a monarchical restoration faded away. The monarch- 

Kts, who had temporarily laid aside their dynastic differences and 
ad supported MacMahon as the harbinger of a returning throne, 
now accepted the mevitable. Reluctantly they became convinced 
that the republic was in the saddle, with its feet in the stirrups, and 
must be given a chance to ride. Although most of them continued 
to be royahsts at heart, therefore, they thought it good strategy 
to cease callmg themselves so and preferred to be known as com 
servatives, or merely as the “party of the Right.” “ You have 
ra led to the republic,” said Leon Bourgeois to a group of them, 
but that means nothing. Do you accept the Revolution? ” Thev 
were slow to do it. Monarchical sentiment died hard in France 
and even to-day its spark of life has not been whoUy extinguished’ 
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The crisis of 1877 unified the republicans for the momentj but 
they did not stay united. Having triumphed over the royalists 
they fell to quarreling among themselves. Leon Gambetta had 
been their most conspicuous leader in the successful balking of 
MacMahon^s plans, and so long as the existence of the republic 
seemed to be in danger he was just the man to hold its friends to- 
gether. But Gambetta was a radical republican, too radical for 
the moderates. The latter distrusted his leadership and when he 
became prime minister in 1881 they would neither enter his cabinet 
nor give it their support. So Gambetta’ s ministry was speedily 
overthrown by an adverse vote of the Chamber and shortly there- 
after he died. His radical followers, whose idol he was, could not 
forgive the other wing of the party. So they cut loose from the 
republicans altogether and set up an organization of their own- 
which they called the Radical party. 

By 1882, therefore, the party groupings had come back to some- 
thing like what they had been in 1849. First there was the Right, 
with two factions which differed only in that one was more re- 
actionary than the other. Next to them came the Republicans of 
the Left Center and the Left, in other words the conservative and 
moderate Republicans. During their temporary alliance with 
Gambetta’s Radicals the latter were sometimes called Opportun- 
ists, but after 1881 they preferred to designate themselves as 
Moderates. More recently they have been known as Republicans 
of the Left or the Republican Federation. Third, after 1881, there 
were the Radicals, constituting the members of the Extreme Left 
who had combined with the Republicans in 1877 and deserted 
them in 1881. Finally, the Chamber contained a few Socialists 
at this time, although hardly enough to constitute a political party. 

These four groups, Conservatives, Moderates, Radicals, and 
Socialists, were by no means homogeneous groups, however, for 
each included men of considerable diversity in political opinion. 
No one group, moreover, was able to command a majority in the 
Chamber, hence every ministry that came into power had to be 
formed by a process of coalition, and remained in power only so 
long as the bloc could be held together. This, in most cases, was a 
relatively short time. During the last fifteen years of the nineteenth 
century there were twenty-two ministries, so that the average 
tenure was only about eight months. The Radicals and the Moder- 
ates sometimes joined in a ^‘ministry of concentration” against the 
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Conservatives, while the Conservatives and the Moderates some- 
times joined in a “ministry of pacification^’ against the Radicals. 
Conservatives and Radicals, being at the two extremes, never 
found coalition possible. In a few cases the attempt was made to 
construct a ministry out of homogeneous material (as in England) 
b 3 ^ drawing the ministers wholly from the Radical or Moderate 
ranks, but with no success. So the instability of French cabinets 
became proverbial and even Frenchmen began to complain that 
the principle of ministerial responsibility was being carried to an 
absurdity. 

Five episodes in the political life of France during the past forty 
years have contributed to the demoralization of party discipline. 
The first was the Wilson scandal of 1886. A daughter of President 
Grevy married an expatriated Englishman, Daniel Wilson, and 
brought this son-in-law to live in the executive mansion. Sheltered 
under the same roof with Grevy, the Englishman was believed to 
exercise a sinister influence over the octogenarian chief of state. At 
any rate he was quite voluble in telling his intimates about what he 
could do in the way of getting presidential favors for the right 
people. It presently developed, moreover, that various applicants 
had paid good money to shady go-betweens in the expectation that 
they would be given rank in the Legion of Honor. 

An investigation exonerated President Grevy from any share in 
the profits of this trafiScking; he was .merely the victim of a mis- 
placed family confidence; but public sentiment could not now for- 
give his initial fault in having taken this miscreant from a nation 
of shopkeepers into the honored precincts of the Elysee. So the 
Paris boulevards rang with the frivolous refrain, “ AA/ Quel malheur 

avoir un gendre!” and the old man had to go. Not without effort 
was he wrenched from the presidential chair, however, for he was 
obstinate and fond of the emoluments. At any rate the whole 
sordid episode was used by the Right to discredit the Moderate 
Republicans who had chosen Grevy to the chief executive office 
and from whose ranks he had risen to his post of leadership. The 
republic, they declared, was a S 3 aion 3 m[i for corruption and venality. 

Much more dangerous to the security of the republic was the 
Boulanger agitation which began about 1885 and did not end until 
1891. Boulanger was a general in the French array, by nature 
aggressive and unscrupulous, with a zest for publicity. Incidentally 
he was master of all the arts that demagogues know how to use, 
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and although flabby and sentimental he managed to acquire an 
mense popularity. The crowds began acclaiming him everywhere. 

Boulanger first leaped into the newspaper headlines as an ar- 
dent jingo and militarist. His chief assets were a uniform, a black 
horse, a blond beard, and a ready tongue ; but his popularity caused 
him to be taken into the Freycinet cabinet as minister of war 
(1886). Thereupon he startled the world by suggesting that France 
should actively prepare for a war of revenge against Germany. 
“I/C general de la revanche” he was at once dubbed by his million ad- 
mirers. Apart from the flagrant impropriety of this Boulangist pro- 
posal, emanating as it did from a minister of war, there was the ob- 
vious fact (obvious to all intelligent Frenchmen) that a single step In 
any such direction would have meant suicide for France. Germany 
would not have waited until France could make ready for a war of 
revenge. That has never been the German way of doing things. 

So the Berlin authorities lost no time in branding Boulanger as 
a menace to the peace of Europe and virtually demanding his 
exclusion from the ministry. The French government had no 
option but to accede, whereupon Boulanger was able to pose as a 
martyr to republican cowardice. .The monarchists of all stripes 
flocked to his support, for they were anxious to see the Third 
Republic overthrown and did not much care who accomplished it. 
It was their plan to use him merely as a demolisseur, not to set him 
at the head of a new government. The Radicals, attracted by 
Boulanger^s demagogic promises, joined him also. He also sought 
to take the clericals into camp, and in some measure succeeded. 
Thus he found himself at the head of a strange political manage 
comprising extremists of both the Right and the Left — the ends 
against the center. 

With this combination behind him Boulanger became, in 1888, 
an anti-ministerial candidate for election in several of the depart- 
ments. (At this time, it will be recalled, elections to the Chamber 
of Deputies were conducted under the plan of scrutin de Kste, or 
general ticket.) The ministry retaliated by removing him from the 
active list of the army and a battle-royal was on. Boulanger pro- 
claimed himself a revisionist, and demanded that the constitution 
be overhauled, 1 For the moment it looked as though “Ze brave 

^ His plan for changes in the constitution was never elaborated in detail, but it 
included a single chamber, increased powers for the president, and the use of the 
referendum in ratif3dng laws. 
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generaV^ might become dictator of France, for he managed to 
stampede the electorate in one department after another and get 
himself elected by large majorities. Whenever a vacancy occurred 
in any department he would forthwith resign his seat and become 
a candidate, always with the same triumphant result. In January, 

1889, he carried the Department of the Seine, in which Paris is 
located, and then openly challenged the ministry to hold a general 
election. 

This victorious march of a crusader on horseback naturally 
caused the Moderate Republicans to become greatly alarmed and 
they took drastic steps to deal with it. More particularly they 
abolished the plan of election-at-large and restored the district 
system, with a provision that no one might be a candidate in more 
than a single district. This put an end to the generaFs unbroken 
series of victories at the polls, but it would hardly have availed to 
crush the whole movement had it not been for Boulanger^s own 
indiscretions and errors of judgment. By saying and doing many 
foolish things he soon diminished his hold on the populace, and his 
star went on the wane as rapidly as it had risen. The ministry, 
being thus encouraged, tried to hale him before the Senate for im- 
peachment. But the hero of the ballot box did not wait to face his- 
accusers; he fled to Belgium where he dealt with his own hand a 
final blow to the agitation by committing suicide in 1891. Never- 
theless, the menace to the republic was a serious one while it 
lasted. There were times during the late eighties when this pinch- 
beck Cinsar, if he had possessed the ability and the nerve, might 
have seized the government and made himself master of it by a 
coup d’etat, as Louis Napoleon had done in 1851; for he had the 
army with him. As it was, he anticlimaxed into oblivion. 

The tliird stormy petrel of French politics during the closing 3. The 
decades of the nineteenth century was Ferdinand de Lesseps, the canai 
promoter who planned and built the Suez Canal. Having finished 
this great waterway to the Orient, he sighed for a new’ world to 
conquer. So De Lesseps promoted a company to construct a sea- 
level canal across the isthmus of Panama. Then ensued an orgy 
of frenzied finance. Shares in the new company were eagerly 
bought by thousands of Frenchmen, but much of the money was 
wasted before any real progress in digging the canal had been ac- 
complished. When rumors of this mismanagement began to be 
noised around, the officials of the company attempted to hush them 
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up by subsidizing newspapers and bribing members of parliament. 
To no avail, however, for the whole enterprise went bankrupt, and 
although strenuous attempts were made to refinance it they proved 
abortive. 

Thereupon the shareholders demanded an investigation and the 
government unwisely tried to conceal the true state of affairs, but 
a probe could not be avoided and in the end a sordid story of 
chicane and corruption was laid bare. The evidence connecting 
senators and deputies with this corruption was not altogether con- 
clusive, but suspicions and innuendo made up for what was lacking 
in testimony, and several statesmen in both the Moderate Repub- 
lican and the Radical groups found themselves under a cloud. 
Public confidence in the integrity of French politics was badly 
shaken. The Extreme Right endeavored to make political capital 
out of the mess, and to some extent succeeded, but the election of 
1893 proved the Left and the Left Center to be still in control. 

Even before the smoke of this battle had cleared away, another 
scandal began to loom on the horizon and it eventually gave the 
statesmen of France a problem of large dimensions. This was the 
Dreyfus case which carried its echoes around the world during the 
closing years of the nineteenth century. Captain Alfred Dreyfus, 
an officer in the army, was put on trial and convicted by court- 
martial in 1894 for having sold French military secrets to Germany, 
Dreyfus was a Jew, born in Alsace, a member of the French general 
staff, and intensely unpopular among his fellow officers. His con- 
viction and sentence to exile on DeviPs Island (off the north coast 
of South America) did not attract much attention outside army 
circles for the moment, but presently rumors began to be noised 
around and Emile Zola, the novelist, came forward with the defi- 
nite charge that Dreyfus had been “framed^^ and railroaded to 
penal servitude in order that suspicion might be diverted from 
some non- Jewish officers who were the real culprits. This accusa- 
tion, coming from so conspicuous a source, naturally created a 
great public commotion and before long the Dreyfus case, with its 
Semitic and anti-Semitic implications, was convulsing France from 
the Channel to the Mediterranean, 

There were charges and countercharges, investigations and inter- 
pellations, hearings and rehearings. The whole country split itself 
into Dreyfusards and anti-Dreyfusards, the former including the 
Jews, the intelligentsia, the socialists, the radicals and many 
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moderate republicans. On the other side were most of the clergy, 
the army officers, the jingoes, the Jew-baiters of all varieties, the 
conservatives, and the monarchists. As the controversy passed 
through its various stages it toppled ministries, wrecked political 
ambitions by the score, and had something to do with causing one 
president to resign. In the end Dreyfus was retried by court- 
martial and again convicted, but the President of the Republic, 
on the advice of the ministiy, granted him a pardon. Later the 
court of cassation annulled the verdict of the Rennes court- 
martial, whereupon Dreyfus was reinstated in the army, promoted, 
and given membership in the Legion of Honor. 

The outcome of the Dreyfus aifair put the shoe on the other foot. 

It discredited the monarchists. Moreover it welded the Republican French poi- 
Left and the Socialists into a bloc which remained intact for many 
years. Someone ought to write a book on these four horsemen of 
the French political arena. It is not right that biographical vol- 
umes should be restricted to men of success and achievement 
alone. The troublers in Israel should have their day in court on 
the printed page, for their careers are often most instructive. Wil- 
son, Boulanger, De Lesseps, and Dreyfus — a biography of these 
four would be a history of party politics in France during the last 
fifteen years of the nineteenth century. 

With the arrival of the twentieth century, however, France 5. The 
appeared to be enjoying a rest from political scandals. But it was with the 
not long before a new question arose to accentuate the bitterness 
of partisan controversies. In reality it was not a new question, 
but an age-old one, one of the oldest in history, the question of the 
relations between church and state. It went back to the days of 
Guelfs and Ghibellines, Ultramontanes and Galileans. France had 
wrestled with this issue on many previous occasions, but it now 
came forward in a somewhat different form. 

The genesis of this conflict dates back to the days of the Great 
Revolution or even earlier. Before the revolution the Catholic stage." 
Church was the established church in France; no other was recog- 
nized by the government. And the established church was veiy 
rich, having acquired great areas of land from which handsome 
revenues were derived, but which paid virtually no taxes. One- 
seventh of all the lands in the kingdom, it was said, had passed 
^Tnto the dead hand’^ of the Church before 1789. Naturally the 
revolutionists looked upon this opulent institution as a fair target 
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for their confiscatory decrees. It was rich; its clergy were a privi- 
leged order; it was part of the old Bourbon dispensation. During 
the turmoils, therefore, the revolutionary authorities set upon the 
Church and confiscated all its lands. Then they took the clergy 
from under the control of the Pope and made them subject to the 
civil government. In their blind wrath the revolutionary leaders 
spared no institution that seemed to be a part of the old regime. 
Religion was compelled to knuckle before revolution, as in Russia 
at the present day. 

When Napoleon Bonaparte assumed the reins of authority as 
First Consul, however, he realised the necessity of restoring re- 
ligion to its proper place in a well-organized state, and he was also 
desirous of establishing amicable relations with the Vatican. So 
he concluded with the Papacy an agreement known as the Con- 
cordat (1801). This treaty reestablished the Catholic Church in 
France but could not give back the confiscated lands, because 
these had been divided up among thousands of peasantry. It was 
arranged, however, that the clergy should be recognized as public 
officials and paid by the government. The priests were to be ap- 
pointed by the bishops and the bishops appointed by the civil 
authorities but confirmed by the Pope. The Concordat of 1801 
was a compromise which did not altogether satisfy either side but 
it continued in force down to the beginning of the twentieth cen- 
tury (1905). It determined the relations of church and state in 
France for more than a hundred years. 

This close association of church and state had both advantages 
and defects, as is always the case with such alliances. In as much as 
the bishops and priests were public officials the politicians became 
their paymasters. Although this spiritual affiliation was with the 
Holy See, their civil responsibility was to the minister of public 
instruction in Paris. It was inevitable, therefore, that the Church 
should be drawn into politics as a measure of self-protection. That, 
at any rate, is what happened. And it also happened that most of 
the clergy became allies of the monarchists and imperialists. They 
were against revolution, and to a certain extent against republi- 
canism. This was natural enough because the Church fared better 
under the two French empires than under any other form of rule. 
So long as France remained an empire or a monarchy, so long in- 
deed as it seemed likely that the republic would give way to an 
empire or a monarchy, the anti-republican attitude of the clericals 
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was no detriment to the civil interests of the Church. But when 
it became apparent that the Third Republic had come to stay- 
then the issue of church and state entered a new phase. 

During the 3 ^ears which immediately followed the establishment 
of the Third Republic, most of the clergy (and especially most of 
the bishops) continued to hope for a monarchical restoration. 
They supported MacMahon in his stroke of 1877, thereby incur- 
ring the wrath of Gambetta and the radical Republicans. In this 
they did not differ much from thousands of educated Frenchmen 
among the laity. After 1877, when all hope of a monarchical 
restoration had faded out of the picture, the clergy began to be 
reconciled to the republic, although with great reluctance. Un- 
fortimatety, however, many of the bishops and priests swung into 
line behind the swaggering Boulanger during the eighties, and most 
of them were ranged with the anti-Dreyfusards during the nineties. 
These misalliances greatly angered the Radicals who never ceased 
to repeat Gambetta’s slogan: clericalisme — voild Vennemi!^^ 

The anti-clericals had two objectives in view, first, to liberate the 
schools from the influence of the clergy and thus to ensure that the 
children of France would not acquire any unrepublican ideals’^; 
second, to relieve the public budget from the burden of paying the 
salaries of the oleYgy, 

At the beginning of the twentieth century the radical parties, 
as it happened, came into power, and they were not long in forcing 
their anti-clerical program to the front. Their first move was not, 
ostensibly, the inauguration of a new policy; it simply consisted in 
ordering the enforcement of various laws relating to religious 
associations which had long been honored in the breach. There were 
many religious associations in France which were not complying 
with the existing legal requirements. They were accepting be- 
quests, for example, without wwrant of law. Some of those con- 
nected with the religious associations, moreover, were politically 
active. There are too many monks in French politics,” said 
Waldeck-Rousseau, the prime minister, as he ordered the laws to 
be rigidly enforced. 

In connection with the enforcement of these laws against un- 
authorized religious associations an investigation was also made, 
and this inquiry led to the enactment of the Associations Law of 
1901. In brief this law provided that every religious association 
must obtain an official permit or be forthwith dissolved. Members 
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of religious orders were forbidden to give any form of secular in- 
struction. The state was determined to secure direct control of all 
the schools. These laws stirred up a hornet^s nest, of course, but 
the ministry did not retreat. It proceeded to enforce the new 
law with even more rigor than the clericals had feared. Petitions 
for recognition were denied to religious associations in numerous 
instances and hundreds of them had to go out of existence or leave 
the countiy. One might have expected a revulsion in popular senti- 
ment to follow this severity, but the general election of 1902 gave 
the Radicals a renewal of their majority in the Chamber and em- 
boldened them to still more drastic action. 

First they broke off diplomatic relations with the Vatican (1904). 
Then they proceeded to abrogate the Concordat, in other words to 
cut the church and state asunder, A Law of Separation was drafted, 
enacted, and put into operation in 1905. This law proclaimed the 
gradual withdrawal of the government from all financial obliga- 
tions to the Church and set it free to manage its own affairs, in- 
cluding the appointment of bishops, without civil interference. 
This latter provision of the law would have been hailed with satis- 
faction by the clericals had it not been accompanied by the stipu- 
lation that the church would get no money from the public treas- 
ury, The Separation Law also provided that all cathedrals, 
churches, and other ecclesiastical buildings should hereafter belong 
to the government, but that congregations might use them free 
of charge. The management of this property was to be vested in 
lay corporations (associations cultuelles) which were to be organized 
in every parish. 

Quite naturally the Holy See and the clerical party in France 
protested strongly against these changes. The Pope, in an encyc- 
lical to the French bishops condemned the law, especially the 
provision which placed lay corporations in charge of church prop- 
erty. He also denounced the Separation Law as a violation of an 
international agreement and a breach of good faith, in that it 
abrogated the Concordat of 1801 without either negotiations, 
consent, or compensation. But the government did not recede and 
at the general election of 1906 the voters endorsed its attitude by 
reelecting a large majority of socialists and ra^dicals who were 
committed to a firm execution of the law. 

The Radical bloc held its own in France down to the eve of the 
world war. It disclosed no substantial weakening in its anti- 
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clerical attitude during that time. But when the great emergency 
came so suddenly upon France in 1914 there was an immediate 
adjournment of all partisan animosities, and a coalition of all the 
leading parties was hastily formed under the name of the Union 
Sacree. This coalition was naturally less hostile to clericalism 
than the Radical ministries had been and the same was even more 
true of the National bloc which succeeded this war coalition in 
1919. While this National bloc remained in power, from 1919 to 
1924, therefore, some progress in the restoration of cordial rela- 
tions between the church and state was made. France and the 
Vatican resumed diplomatic relations in 1921, — by executive 
order, not by law. The ministr}^-, during these years, did not ven- 
ture to propose either the repeal or the modification of the laws, 
but it some'what relaxed their enforcement. Where concessions 
to strong clerical sentiment could be made without changing the 
laws, it made them. On the other hand the clericals were made to 
come halfway. They were forced out of their conservative em- 
battlements to a position where, in their own defense, they had 
to become champions of such democratic principles as freedom of 
worship, freedom of speech, and the right to hold property. 

France is a Catholic country. Some Americans may wonder, 
then, why the French people should countenance any form of war- 
fare upon the ancient Church. But those who try to understand 
the Frenchman’s point of view will have no occasion for astonish- 
ment. Apart from those nominal Catholics who are free-thinkers 
in fact, the majority of the French people are faithful to the Church 
of their fathers so far as spiritual allegiance is concerned; but tbej;^ 
do not concede that this requires them to support an alliance which 
is bad for both religion and politics, namely the union of church 
and state. They want the Church kept out of politics and politics 
out of the Church. In the United States the separation of church 
and state is taken as a matter of course. It is enjoined in the na- 
tional constitution. The separatist tradition has hardened in the 
United States; it is believed to be in the best interests of both sides, 
and it could not now be altered by any political party or group of 
parties. In the sense that France is a Catholic country, the United 
States is a Protestant country; but let anyone propose a Concordat 
by which all the Protestant clerg 3 mien of the United States should 
be put on the government payroll, as public school teachers are, 
and all the churches maintained by the state, as state universities 
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are— we would think rather poorly of his political sophistication. 
The Catholic Church in America is not only more virile, but rela- 
tively more influential than it is in Prance, largely because it is 
not tied up with the civil government in any way. 

Another significant development of the past forty years in 
French politics has been the growth of the Socialist party. There 
were some socialists in France as early as the Revolution of 1789 
and during the first half of the nineteenth century their numbers 
seemed at times to be growing rapidly, — in 1848, for example, 
when they took a considerable share in establishing the Second 
Republic. But this republic proved to be a mere interlude, and 
during the Second Empire the socialists were hounded out of the 
land whenever they showed themselves. With the fall of Napoleon 
III, however, they once more came out into the open and renewed 
their activities, but had to make headway against a veiy hostile 
public opinion because public opinion blamed them for the ex- 
cesses of the Commune, an abortive attempt to establish commu- 
nism in Paris immediately after the surrender of the city to the 
Germans in 1871. Many leaders of the Socialist party were ban- 
ished from the country by the Republicans during the reaction 
which followed this lurid attempt of Louis Leblanc to do in Paris 
what Lenin did in Moscow some thirty-seven years later. 

Socialism did not achieve its first notable success in France until 
it captured the trade unions during the late seventies. This was 
not an altogether unqualified triumph, however, in as much as the 
unions contained men of widely varying opinions. Some were not 
socialists at all; some were socialists of a very mild type; some 
were extremists. No unity among those who called themselves 
socialists seemed to be possible. In the early eighties Clemenceau 
deserted their ranks and with his followers set up the Radical 
Socialist party. Curiously enough, this party was less radical 
than the one he had left. It is one of the anomalies of French polit- 
ical nomenclature that the Radical Socialists have always been 
more conservative than any of the other socialist groups. 

Some years later another important schism took place. This 
time the outstanding difference of opinion related to the question 
whether a good socialist could enter a bourgeois ministry and con- 
tinue to be a good socialist. The issue came to a crux in 1899 when 
Millerand, one of the prominent adherents of the party, accepted 
a post in the WaldecfcrRousseau cabinet, whereupon the regular 
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socialist forces ranged themselves once more into two camps— 
those who favored his participation and those who did not. The 
latter carried the day and set up a rule forbidding their members 
to participate in ministries with non-socialist parties. They also 
agreed upon a set of regulations for the guidance of the party in 
selecting candidates. This faction now took the name of United 
Socialists and definitely allied themselves with the Second Inter- 
nationale.^ But a considerable minority — including such leaders 
as Vivian! and Briand — declined to accept this decision. They 
and their followers seceded, and ultimately coalesced their forces 
(1910) into a party known as the Republican Socialists. 

During the past twenty years, accordingly, there have been 
three large socialist groups in the French Chamber of Deputies, 
namely, the Radical Socialists, the United Socialists, and the 
Republican Socialists. These names are all misleading. The 
United Socialists, or Socialist party, are no more unified than either 
of the other groups; it is merely that they stand farther to the 
Left, in other words they are more radical than the others. They 
count among their leaders such parliamentarians as Leon Blum, 
Paul Boucour, and Ferdinand Bouisson, the last being president 
of the Chamber of Deputies. The Republican Socialist group is 
made up of deputies who adhere to socialism of a less extreme 
stripe, such as Jean Hennessy; while the Radical Socialists are the 
least radical of all. In addition there are the Communists who 
split from the other socialists in 1920 and joined the Third Inter- 
nationale. They have a small (but noisy) group of members in 
the Chamber. 

In the French Chamber of Deputies, as at present constituted, 
there are now at least nine principal groups or party factions. This 
does not mean, however, that there will be the same number a 
year hence, or that they will be known by similar names. Some of 
these party groups are frail flowers that bloom in the spring and 
are gone before autumn comes. Both the personnel of the groups 
and the party names are continually changing. In France the 
name of a political party is not a tradition but a slogan. It is 
coined to fit the moment. 

Go into the gallery of the Palais Bourbon, where the sessions of 
the Chamber are held, and look down upon the great semicircle. 
At the extreme Right of the tribune are the royalists and other 

^ For an explanation of the Second and Third Internationales, see chap, xxxix. 
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members of the Action Frangaise; they now prefer to call themselves 
Conservatives or Nationalists or Independents. But they form a 
very small group and count for almost nothing in the Chamber^ 
although they are well organized outside. Leon Daudet is the most 
conspicuous leader of this intrepid rearguard. Next come the ad- 
herents of the Action Liberate Populaire, forming the clerical 
group, and various other conservatives. Together they are known 
as the Republican National Alliance, which is a federation of 
groups, not a single group. Alexandre Millerand, a former Presi- 
dent of the Republic, is its outstanding leader, although he is still 
nominally a socialist. Passing further to the right center there are 
several bourgeois factions with varying degrees of liberalism. Each 
of these groups has its own appellation, which is quite meaningless 
to an outsider because the French political vocabulary has long 
since parted company with the dictionaries. There are Progressists, 
Republicans of the Left, Republican Democrats, and Radical 
Democrats. Together (when they get together) this is the aggrega- 
tion which Raymond Poincare, also a former president, serves as 
the best-known leader. This Union Republicaine-Democratique^ 
to give its rather comprehensive cognomen, is liberal in its attitude 
toward economic and social reforms, but not collectivist. 

Further to the Left are the Radical (moderate) Socialists, with 
Edouard Herriot, former prime minister, as one of their most prom- 
inent leaders; then come the Republican Socialists, or French 
Socialists as they sometimes prefer to call themselves, which is 
the group to which Aristide Briand, another ex-premier belongs; 
then the United Socialists, and finally the Communists. The last- 
named group, with about a dozen members in the Chamber, con- 
stitutes the extreme Left. It is a wise prevision, in the interests of 
orderly proceeding, which keeps these Communists and the Ultra- 
Conservatives seated as far apart as possible. Wholly outside all 
the foregoing divisions, moreover, are smaller groups calling them- 
selves by such various names as Christian Democrats, Popular 
Democrats, and even ^^Non-Inscrits.’^ Finally there are the 
Syndicalists who form an element in the country but are not rep- 
resented at the extreme Left in the Chamber because they are 
opposed to political action. 

Let it not be supposed, however, that all these parties act inde- 
pendently and play themselves off against one another separately. 
No one of them ever controls a majority in the Chamber, hence 
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coalitions are absolutely essential for carrying on the work of 
government. During the past ten years, moreover, there has been 
a well-defined tendency for all the parties except the extremists of 
the Right and the Left to coalesce into two opposing blocs. This 
tendency has been accentuated as a result of the war. On the day 
after Germany declared war on France the President of the Repub- 
lic issued a call for unity in the Chamber, for the sinking of all 
political differences. Let France, he said, stand before the enemy 
united by a common political faith.’’ This call met with a prompt 
and patriotic response. All political factions laid aside their ani- 
mosities and joined forces in the great bloc which came to be known 
as the Sacred Coalition (Union Sacree). They agreed to support the 
Viviani ministry which was enlarged to include representatives of 
every party except the extreme Right. A year later Viviani gave 
way to Briand as prime minister (October, 1915), and the new 
ministry included members of all the parties, including even one 
member from the monarchists. But no such union of all the factions 
could long endure. Party politics could be adjourned, but personal 
animosities could not. By 1917 the left-wing Socialists had become 
dissatisfied with the coalition and most of them left it. The Clem- 
enceau ministry, which finished the war and negotiated the peace, 
contained no members from that branch of the Socialist party. 

The parliamentary history of this period showed that the Thep^os-^^ 
bourgeois parties could combine and hold together. At the con- 
clusion of the war, accordingly, steps were taken to make such a 
coalition permanent by combining the middle (or Right and Left 
Center) groups into a coalition as the National bloc. Such a com- Bioc des 
bination was effected and it carried the Chamber at the general 
election of 1919. For the next five years, moreover, this bloc held 
fairly well together. But the welding of the middle parties into a 
national coalition virtually forced similar action by the factions 
which stood further to the Left. These, accordingly, combined into 
a Bloc des Gauches and the election of 1924 was fought between the 
two coalitions. The Left bloc was victorious at this election and 
held the reins of power, although at times rather tenuously, until 
the election of 1928 when it lost part of its strength. Poincare, 
leader of the old National bloc, then became prime minister and 
undertook to stabilize the currency, which seemed to be the most 
urgent problem of the day. Later he gave way to Briand whose 
task it was to solve various diplomatic problems. Briand was 
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presently succeeded as prime minister by Andre Tardieu, who held 
himself in power for a time by conciliating the middle groups on 
both sides but was compelled to resign in the closing days of 1930 
by an adverse vote of the Senate. Tardieu’s successor was Senator 
Steeg of the Democratic Left who took the post after two other 
leaders had tried to form a ministry and failed. 

Now if the foregoing paragraphs leave a blurred picture in an 
Americanos mind it is because no picture that is clear would 
be a true likeness. The names of the different groups are not 
the same in the Chamber and in the Senate, nor do they in either 
House correspond to the organized parties in the country at large. 
A French deputy may call himself a Conservative, as Leon Daudet 
does, and yet be a revolutionist — as all French monarchists are. 
A Frenchman who calls himself a Liberal is often a standpatter 
when judged by all the usual tests, while a French Radical, more 
commonly than not, is merely a trimmer, without the courage to be 
a Socialist on the one hand or a Conservative on the other. More- 
over, when a deputy is chosen at the polls as a member of one 
faction he may quickly affiliate himself with another group in the 
Chamber. Unless he is an orthodox Socialist or a Communist he is 
under no obligation to stay where he is put. ^^To what party group 
do you now belong? a deputy was asked by one of his voters a few 
months after the election. ^^Radical-Socialist, the same as you 
elected me/! he replied. “You don^t say so,” was the retort. “Then 
you are making no progress at all!” 

We speak of these various elements as “French political parties” 
because the English language gives us no other convenient term 
to use. But they are something more than factions, something less 
than parties, a sort of halfway between. They are precisely what 
the French call them— “groupements,” in other words groups of 
elected representatives who bear some sort of label, who may or 
may not be supported by regular organizations among the voters, 
who may or may not be pledged to some definite pi'ogram, who 
may or may not have a leader who leads them, who may or may 
not be subject to party discipline, and who may or may not have 
the same label six months hence. If anyone can frame a definition 
of a French political party under such conditions he is welcome to 
the task. 

Nevertheless it is true that some French party organizations bear 
a superficial resemblance to the organizations which we call polit- 
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leal parties in the United States, for they have a nation-wide 
following; they have national committees, campaign funds, party 
platforms, and recognized leadership. They try to maintain dis- 
cipline in their ranks. This is certainly true of the United Socialists 
or Socialist party. But others have none, or almost none, of these 
party earmarks. The groups of the Right and Right Center, for 
example, have no national organization at all; each deputy de- 
pends for his election upon his own efforts, and the members of 
his group are pledged to no definite program although in the 
Chamber they usually vote together. Some of the smaller groups 
are pledged to men rather than to programs or principles. There 
were Clemencistes, so long as the Old Tiger was in politics; to-day 
there are some who, if they told the truth, are for '^Herriot first, 
last, and all the time.’^ Poincare has his devotees; so has Briand. 
When a leader shifts his ground or his group they follow him. 

Between the party-groups which are well organized in the coun- 
try, and those which are not organized at all, there are all grada- 
tions of cohesion and discipline. In some eases the deputies are 
responsible to party organizations or federations in their own 
sections of the countiy (departements), but not to any control or 
direction in the country as a whole. In other cases they profess 
fidelity to some national body or program, but practice it only 
when it suits them. Strict partisan regularity, as we understand 
it in the United States, is not the rule in France. Most French 
deputies are not looked upon as insurgents when they fail to obey 
the crack of the party whip. In his election campaign the deputy 
makes all sorts of promises, and he keeps on making them after 
he is elected; but neither conscience nor party discipline is adequate 
to make him carry them out. It reminds one of the way Frenchmen 
sing the rousing Marseillaise, chanting AUons and Mar chons at the 
top of their lungs but never moving a step forward. 

In the Congress of the United States one cannot vote regularly 
with the Democrats and nevertheless remain a member of the 
Republican party in good standing. He will be branded as an 
insurgent, a mugwump, a wild ass of the desert. The regulars will 
tiy to encompass his defeat at the next election. In the British 
House of Commons a Conservative who regularly voted with 
Labor would be placing his political future in something more than 
jeopardy. But in the French Chamber of Deputies no stigma at- 
taches to the man who changes his mind, his vote, his group, or 
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Ms party— unless he is an orthodox Socialist or a Communist j in 
which case the offense would never be forgiven by his comrades. 
Party regularity is tightening up in France, however, for French 
politicians are learning (as Americans have long since learned) the 
value of a well-oiled machine on election day. The leaders of the 
middle parties are beginning to realize that Socialism and Commu- 
nism cannot be effectively combatted by the methods of guerilla 
warfare. In a word the French political parties are becoming 
slightly Americanized. 

Each group in the Chamber of Deputies is supposed to have its 
leader or leaders. Each holds a caucus occasionally; but the de- 
cisions of the caucus do not bind the members. Each group (if it 
has fourteen members or more) is represented, in proportion to its 
strength, on all the regular commissions, or standing committees of 
the Chamber.^ Since the members of each group are seated closely 
together in the Chamber they usually develop bonds of personal 
friendship, although some rivalries and jealousies also develop 
within the ranks, because every group wants to be an all-star cast 
and bargain its prestige for representation in the ministry. Each 
group of any importance has its own newspaper organ, and some- 
times several of them. Thus the Action Frangaise is Extreme Right, 
and royalist. The Echo de Paris is Conservative, and so is Figaro, 
The Journal des Debats is Right Center and so is Intransigeant, 
UGEuvre is Radical Socialist, the Petit Bleu is Left Center, the 
Ere Nouvelle (HerrioPs organ) is Republican Socialist, while 
Populaire is the Socialist party organ. UHumanite is the Com- 
munist journal. A few French metropolitan newspapers are in- 
dependent, or profess to be, — ^for example, Le Temps and the 
Petit Parisien, 

Having got himself elected to the Chamber, the deputy's next 
job is to keep himself there. He must cultivate his own constitu- 
ency by an unremitting attention to the interests of his supporters 
at home. For it will avail him nothing to keep the favor of his 
party leaders if he loses that of his own arrondissement. So he goes 
home every week-end, if he can, and works to keep his fences up. 
He counts upon the prefect for a benevolent neutrality at least, 
and for active support if he can get it. He labors to build up a 
personal machine, with key-men (usually job holders) in the vital 
spots. He must be much in evidence at local public gatherings and 
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his name must get into the newspapers regularly. ''When the 
papers stop talking about you, you’re a dead one.” The French 
deputy realizes it as well as the American congressman. 

No French statesman of the past twenty-five years has been the Many 
recognized leader of a majority in the Chamber of Deputies in the few great 
sense that Disraeli and Gladstone, or even Asquith and Baldwin, 
were leaders in the House of Commons. No one has ruled the 
Chamber as Thomas B. Reed and Joseph G. Cannon ruled the 
American House of Representatives in their day. This is because 
there can be no great leaders unless there are faithful followers. 

It is only among the United Socialists and the Communists, strange 
to say, that the realities of leadership are strictly insisted upon 
in the French Chamber. Strange, because these are the groups 
whose political philosophy is most averse to the exalting of one 
man above the other. The various groups in the Chamber have no 
whips as at Westminster and at Washington, no party bosses as 
at Albany or Harrisburg, and no members of the "Third House” 
who haunt the lobby telling the deputies how the farmers or the 
manufacturers or the labor organizations want them to vote. The 
American political parties call themselves Republicans and Demo- 
crats; but their control is neither republican in form nor democratic 
in fact. It is monarchical and oligarchic. A French group may call 
itself royalist, but in organization and control it goes on the prin- 
ciple that all politicians are equal in the eyes of the law and the 
prophets. Nothing riles a Frenchman so much as to call him a 
henchman of somebody else. He w^ants it clearly understood that 
he is his own boss — outside his home, at any rate. 

More than thirty years ago an American writer tried to set forth w-hy France 
what he believed to be the fundamental reasons for the disintegra- partlesT^^^ 
tion of political parties in the French Republic.^ In France, he 
pointed out, the Revolution of 1789 destroyed all faith in the 
political traditions of the past, but did not succeed in establishing ij. 
a new political orientation. Between 1800 and 1870 six different nuityin 
forms of government trod closely on one another’s heels, no one 
of them lasting long enough to acquire a firm grip on the faith 
of the people. Under each of these six political systems there re- 
mained many irreconcilables, that is, people who did not believe 
in the existing constitution but wanted to change it into something 


1 A. Lawrence Loweli, Governments and Parties in Continental Europe (Boston, 
1897), Vol. 1, pp. 104-142. 
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entirely different. Under a monarchy, the republicans tried to 
sabotage the mechanism; under a republic the monarchists did 
the same. Both, in their turn, threw sand in the gears. To-day, 
it is the Communists who are trying to stall the engine. 

Now a reasonable degree of unanimity as to the general type of 
government is essential to the building of political parties. Men 
must at least agree upon the fundamentals. The party system, as 
we have it in England and in America, takes for granted that 
an overwhelming majority of the electorate is satisfied with the 
existing form of government, ~a monarchy in the one case and a 
republic in the other. The parties merely differ as to the best 
methods of conducting the government under the existing form. 
But in France, until the past forty years or thereabouts, there 
has been no consensus on the form of government. It is only within 
the last four decades that the French people have approached 
universal agreement on one fundamental point, that is, the supe- 
riority of a republican form of government. There has been unan- 
imous consent on that matter among the people of the United 
States for nearly a hundred and fifty years. French political 
parties have been deficient in cohesion because French political 
history has lacked sequence. ‘‘Even to-day, says Siegfried, “the 
French Revolution has not been accepted by everybody.” ^ 

Clericalism and socialism have also been, to a degree, respon- 
sible for the outcome. They have cut across party lines and have 
broken them. Clericalism never attained its full measure of 
strength in France because it was constantly under suspicion by 
reason of its too intimate relations with the royalists and the ultra- 
conservatives. Yet it has helped to disintegrate the Right. Social- 
ism, on the other hand, has helped to disintegrate the Left. It 
would not be a factor in party decentralization if all who call them- 
selves socialists could agree and unite; but in France they have 
been unable to do so. They have contributed three groups to 
French politics. Instead of unifying a large element in the electo- 
rate, socialism has split the socially-minded asunder. 

Then there is the old issue of revanche^ now happily out of 
the way for the moment. No Frenchman, however, pacifically 
inclined, ever accepted the wrong done to his country by the 
filching of Alsace-Loiraine in 1871. No red-blooded son of France, 
•for nearly fifty years, ever ceased to think of that injustice and 

^ France; A Study in Nationality (New Haven, 1930), p. 27. 
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to harbor the messianic hope that some day a leader of the people 
would come forth to set it right. This frowning, fist-clenching 
spirit seethed beneath the surface of French politics for almost 
half a century, even when everything looked placid above. It was 
a disturber like the issue of ^Treedom for Ireland” which muddled 
British politics for so long a time. The basis for the issue is now 
gone in both cases; but in both of them a feeling of unforgiveness 
and distrust holds on. 

A fifth reason for party disintegration may be found in the 
French temperament. National temperament is a compendious 
alibi that can be used to explain almost any eccentricity in govern- 
ment. Yet it is a rather notorious fact that the majority of the 
Frenchmen, unlike the majority of Americans and Englishmen 
(not to speak of Irishmen) have relatively little interest in poli- 
tics.^ This is particularly true of the small farmers who make up 
half the total population. The French peasant will work him- 
self into paroxysms over some real or fancied private grievance 
(such as a trespass on his little farm), while the towmsman will 
induce apoplexy by the fervor of his interest in the question 
whether some little side-street shall be named Rue Doumergue, 
or Place Poincare. But great controversies on matters of public 
policy often leave both of them unperturbed. It takes something 
more than a commotion in the Folies-Bourbon (as he nicknames 
the Chamber) to ruffle the serene disregard of the average 
bougnat for happenings outside his own community. He does 
not learn much from generation to generation, — and he forgets 
nothing. '^We don’t like the English,” said a French peas- 
ant to an American officer during the great crusade of 1917-- 
1918, — ^Hhey behaved very badly during the Hundred Years’ 
War”! 

With the dweller in the large cities it is of course somewhat 
different. He is more interested in politics as such; he is not so 
indifferent as the pmjsan, but he is just as individualistic. He re- 
acts against doing as other men do. He wants to be his own mentor 
in politics. Political independence is to him a self-evident virtue; 
by its exercise he demonstrates that he is as good as any other 
man. So he would rather vote for a leader than for a party or a 
principle, a policy, or a program. He desires to fit every issue into 

^ They are accustomed to display, as one writer puts it, heaucoup de chaleur dans 
la discussion des interits privees, et de calme dans cdle des intirets publics/* 
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grande politique of his own. This clearly independent spirit of 
the French people, both in country and town, does not lend itself 
to a system in which political parties are firmly organized and 
strictly disciplined. The average Frenchman goes seeking for some 
political issue on which he may differ from his fellow citizens 
rather than for one on which he and others may unite. 

Still, if one looks back over the course of European history dur- 
ing the past fifty years the political parties in the French Republic 
have not given the parliamentary regime a bad record. France, 
during this half century, has maintained domestic tranquillity, 
developed a fine system of public education, attained a high and 
evenly-distributed economic prosperity, enlarged her colonial em- 
pire, fought a great war successfully, redeemed her lost provinces, 
reconstructed her shell-torn areas and made herself a dominating 
factor in the new League of Nations. ‘'^Did there ever appear on 
earth, asks Tocqueville, “another nation so fertile in contrasts, 
so extreme in its acts, more under the dominion of feeling and less 
ruled by principle ... so fickle in its daily opinions and tastes 
that it becomes at last a mystery to itself . . , endowed with 
more heroism than virtue, more genius than common sense . . , 
the most dangerous nation of Europe, and the one that is surest to 
inspire admiration, hatred, terror, or pity — but never indiffer- 
ence?” 

Finally, the crumbling of parties in France has been due, in part 
at least, to certain features of parliamentaiy procedure, notably 
the older plan of organizing the committees in the Chamber, the 
interpellation, and the practice of putting government measures 
in charge of reporters rather than of ministers. Of course it may be 
suggested that these things are not the causes of party disintegra- 
tion but the results of it. And there is some force to that conten- 
tion. It is like trying to determine the cause-and-effect relation 
between crime and poverty. Each is a cause, and each is also a 
result of the other. Interpellations help to keep the parties in flux; 
but if any single party could become strong enough to command a 
clear majority in the Chamber the interpellation procedure would 
be of very little consequence. So with the practice of placing re- 
porters instead of ministers in charge of government measures when 
such bills are being debated. This divides responsibility and weakens 
leadership. Ostensibly the reporter is leading the Chamber, but his 
leadership is far from being akin to that of a minister when he takes 
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charge of a government measure on the floor of the House of Com- 
mons. Still, if other things made for party solidarity, as they do 
ill England, the French system of divided floor leadership would not 
stand in the way. 

Most Americans assume that the two-party system is preferable 
to any other. They may be right, but it is by no means certain. A 
multiple-party system means divided responsibility and lawmaking 
by compromise — both of which many people look upon as things 
to be avoided in government. They prefer concentrated responsi- 
bility and lawmaking by a disciplined party majority in Congress. 
But unified responsibility sometimes shades into four years of 
presidential or ministerial dictatorship while lawmaking by the 
crack of the party whip is too often a synonym for majority despo- 
tism. Two party-groups in a parliament or congress do not, and 
cannot, reflect all the differences of opinion that arise among the 
voters; it sometimes requires seven or eight party-groups to do it 
even fairly well. 

Lawmaking and the determination of public policy under the 
multiple-party system must proceed by compromise; but it is yet 
to be demonstrated that lawmaking by compromise necessarily 
gives less satisfaction to the countiy as a whole. The first and best 
piece of legislation ever put upon the statute book of the United 
States, the federal constitution, was the outcome of a great many 
compromises — between north and south, between big states and 
little ones, between federalists and anti-federalists, between sea- 
board and hinterland. The system of checks and balances, wMch 
this constitution established, ensures a certain amount of law- 
making by compromise even when a political party controls Con- 
gress, for there is the President's veto power to be reckoned with. 
But France has no network of constitutional checks and balances. 
She gets the same end by her multiple-party system. 


The most systematic treatise on the subject of French political parties 
is Leon Jacques, Les 'partis poUtiques sous la troisieme republique (Paris, 
1913). Smaller and more recent surveys, of real value, are F. Gorcos, 
Catechisme des partis poUtiques (Paris, 1928) and Jean Carrere and Georges 
Bourgin, Manuel des partis poUtiques en France (Paris, 1924). Raymond 
L, BnelVs Contmnpoinry French Politics (New York, 1920) contains an 
interesting discussion of party organization, aims, and problems. Mention 
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muy also be made of a useful booklet by R. H. Soltau, entitled French Par- 
ties Qfnd Politics (London, 1922). There is an interesting chapter on the 
subject in E. M. Sait^s Government and Politics of France (New York, 
1920), pp. 327-379. 

On the Boulanger episode see A. Mermeix, Les coulisses du houlangisme 
(Paris, 1890). The Panama scandal is elucidated in Quesnay de Beaure- 
paire, Le Panama et la repuhlique (Paris, 1899) and in G. de Belot, La 
verite sur le Panama (Paris, 1889). The monumental work on the Dre3rfus 
case is J. Reinach, Histoire de V affaire Dreyfus (4 vols., Paris, 1924). 
For the opposing side of the case the best book is Dutrait-Crozon, Precis 
de V affaire Dreyfus, There is also an English translation of the autobio- 
graphical account: Alfred Dreyfus, Cinq annees de ma vie (Paris, 1901). 

On the question of church and state a well-known volume is that of 
Paul Sabatier, Disestablishment in France (Paris, 1906). Antonin Debi- 
dour, USglise catholique et VUat sous la troisihme 7'epuhliquej 1870-1906 
(2 vols., Paris, 1906-1909) is anti-clerical. The other side is set forth in 
L, R. P. Lecanuet, Uiglise de France sous la troisieme republique (3 vols., 
Paris, 1930). 

The rise of socialism in France is dealt with in Alexandre Bourson 
(A. Zeva^s), Le socialisme en France depuis 1871 (Paris, 1908) and in 
J.Jmvhs, Studies in Socialism {London, 1%6), 

On the broader aspects of French political and social life there are some 
interesting books, e.g., Albert Guerard, French Civilization in the Nineteenth 
Century (London, 1914) ; Sisley Huddleston, France and the French (2 vols., 
New York, 1925) ; Barrett Wendell, France of Today (Boston, 1907) ; Andre 
Siegfried, France; A. Study in Nationality (New Haven, 1930); Carleton 
J, H. Hayes, France: A Nation of Patriots (New York, 1930) ; and Lindsay 
Rogers, The French Parliamentary System (New York, 193 1) . 




* F. W. Maitland, Domesday Book and Beyond (XS&7), p. 258. 
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FRENCH LAW AND LAW COURTS 

There is no better test of the excellence of a government than the efficiency 
of its judicial system, for nothing more nearly touches the welfare and security 
of the average citizen . — Lord Bryce. 

Out of the chaos which followed the collapse of the Roman em- 
pire there arose and spread over most of Western Europe a great 
system of political and social relations known as feudalism or the 
feudal system. It was an institution based upon the tenure of land. 
The lord gave his vassals land and protection; the vassals gave him 
services and fealty in return. He, too, was the lawgiver within his 
domain and the fountainhead of justice. The laws were his laws, the 
courts were his courts. ^^Of all the phenomena of feudalism,’^ a dis- 
tinguished student of the subject has said, ^‘none seems more 
essential than seigneurial justice,^^ that is, the administration of 
justice by the feudal lord or seigneur.^ This was the very essence of 
feudalism and its effects were far-reaching. The student of modern 
government is usually aware of the fact that feudalism rose, 
flourished in mediseval Europe, and ultimately fell; but he does not 
always remember that the influence of feudalism persisted long 
after the system itself had passed away. France, especially north- 
ern France, was the classic land of feudalism; it was there that the 
system became most deeply rooted and remained unchanged in its 
legal phases down to the time of the Revolution. 

Anyone who studies the legal history of England and of France 
from earliest times down to the beginning of the nineteenth century 
will be impressed by the striking contrast which marks the develop- 
ment of law and law courts in the two countries. These two nations 
are neighbors, with only a narrow strip of water separating them, 
but their respective legal backgrounds could not be more dissimilar 
if they were situated in different hemispheres. And the reason for 
this is not hard to explain. It is to be found in the fact that Eng- 


In England 
and in 
France. 


The influ- 
ence of feu- 
dalism on 
law. 


The French 
coMumes in 
contrast 
with the 
English sys- 
tem of com- 
mon law. 


The French 
legal system 
before the 
Eevolution. 


516;' ' THE FRENCH REPUBLIC ■ _ • 

land, at an early date, developed a royal power and a national 
spirit which mastered feudalism and feudal jurisdiction, gave the 
country a unified legal system, and established the supremacy of the 
royal courts. 

Feudalism was a disintegrating force. It divided the nation 
into principalities, dukedoms, baronies, and fiefs, each of which was 
an impeiium in imperio. Save for a shadowy allegiance to the king, 
the feudal duke or count or baron was supreme -within his own 
domain. Hence it was that every section of northern France 
developed its own distinct system of customary law, its own 
coutumej as it was called. These customs, in due course, were 
put into written form and administered by the courts of the local- 
ity. The Coiitume de Paris was the most notable among these 
bodies of local law, but there were hundreds of others, and they 
differed greatly in substance, in scope, and in the areas which they 
covered. The legal decentralization was so great that, as Voltaire 
once said, a man who went across France changed laws as often as 
he changed horses.^ It was not so in England. There, in the early 
days, bodies of local customs had begun to develop; but the cen- 
tralizing power of the monarchy proved too strong and they were 
submerged by the rise of the common law, which was the king^s law, 
common throughout the whole country and uniformly administered 
by the royal courts. 

Down to the Revolution of 1789, accordingly, there was no sys- 
tem of common law in France. But this does not mean that there 
were absolutely no rules of law which applied uniformly through- 
out the whole country. Superimposed upon the coiltwnes was a 
body of edicts, decrees, and ordinances issued by the king. As the 
French monarchy grew in strength during the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries it became the practice to issue elaborate 
ordinances on various subjects, and in the reign of Louis IV (1662- 
1715) a long series of them appeared, the grander ordonnances they 
were called. Some of these royal edicts were veritable law codes; 
they dealt in a comprehensive way with such matters as commerce, 
wills, trusts, and judicial procedure; and they applied uniformly to 
the whole of France. Most of these great ordinances were issued 
on the authority of the king alone, for no elective parliament met 

^ 111 the southern part of France, the jxiys de droit ecrit as it was called, the prin- 
ciples of Roman law were more generally and uniformly applied, but even here 
they were somewhat modified by local custom. 
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^ There was a requirement that every royal edict or decree must be registered by 
the Parliament of Paris before it could become valid. But this body was not a 
parliament in any real sense; its members were appointed by the king. And if they 
declined to register an ordinance (as they did on a few occasions) , the king could 
come before the jparlement and overrule the opposition by the use of a prerogative 
kno\m SiS the lit de justice. 


in France from 1614 to the eve of the Revolution.^ This whole 
body of royal legislation, however, covered only a small part of the 
entire field and hence did not serve to unify the legal system of the 
country. 

Very different, it may be repeated, was the course of develop- A contact 
ment in England where the legal supremacy of the crown over the land, 
whole country was asserted by William the Conqueror and made 
good by his successors at a very early date. The kings sent their 
judges on circuit from county to county; these itinerant justices 
presided in the county courts and gradually established uniformity 
in the interpretation of both customs and laws. The Curia Regis, 
in its hearing of appeals, also provided a consolidating influence. 

Long before the close of the mediaeval period England was able to 
place her law and her courts on a national basis while France did 
not manage to do so for several centuries thereafter. To the French 
people this was an enormous handicap, for a common law is one of 
the greatest unifying forces known to human society, second only 
to a common language. 

The leaders of the French Revolution were well aware of the 
weakness which this legal demoralization engendered. They knew the Revoiu- 
that it constituted a barrier to the creation of a truly national senti- came, 
ment, that it stood in the way of the fraternite which the Revolution 
was seeking to create. Not only this but they felt very keenly that 
the co^utumes were mediaeval in spirit, antiquated, out of tune with 
the legal requirements of a modern age. Revisions had been made 
from time to time, it is true; but these revisions had not changed 
the spirit of the laws. Revising a coutume was like touching up the 
portrait of a mediaeval knight and calling him a modern captain of 
industry. So the revolutionists decided that these bodies of cus- 
tomary law must go. 

In keeping with this decision the Revolutionary Assembly pro- The aboii- 
ceeded to abolish the greater portion of the old jurisprudence, coutumes 
Various general statutes, applying to the whole of France, were nfuiga,1oa° 
enacted instead. Then it seemed desirable to consolidate these 
new statutes, together with what was left of the old law, into a 
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series of codes, and the revolutionary government set its hand to 
this enterprise; but it was no small task and for a time very slow 
progress was made. This revolutionary government, moreover, 
had matters of much greater urgency to deal with during the clos- 
ing years of the eighteenth century. Hence it was not until Napo- 
leon came into power that the work of codifying the whole juris- 
prudence of France was speeded up and finished. The Corsican 
went at the project with characteristic energy, and completed it 
within a few years. 

Napoleon was very proud of this exploit. During Ms exile at 
St. Helena he referred to it as the greatest achievement of his age 
and one that would profit France more than a score of brilliant 
victories. ^‘My code alone,’' he said, ^‘has done more good in 
France than the sum total of all the laws that preceded it.” In 
this he was right, for the Code Napoleon has had an immense in- 
fluence upon legal development in all parts of the world. It has 
extended its legal principles and doctrines to the uttermost parts 
of the earth, to regions where the tricolor never flew. The present 
systems of civil law in Italy, Spain, Portugal, Belgium, and in 
nearly all the Latin-American states are based upon it. The civil 
codes of Germany, Japan, Greece, and many other countries have 
drawn upon it heavily. It has had a greater vogue and a wider 
influence than the common law of England. It has perpetuated and 
revivified much of what was best in the civil law of ancient Rome. 
'^Its provisions,” as Napoleon himself once boasted, ^^not only 
preach toleration, but organize it, — toleration the greatest privilege 
of man.” ^ 

The emperor did not himself do the work, of course; but he 
selected the jurists and gave them their inspiration. It was his 
driving power that put the codes into effect. They are his most 
enduring monument. When you go to Paris and look upon the 
marble cenotaph where rest the bones of this astounding man, you 
will see emblazoned there the names of his great militaiy vic- 
tories — Marengo, Wagram, Austerlitz, Jena, Friedland, and the 
rest. But you will find no mention of the greatest service that he 
rendered to France and to the world. It is the habit of history to 
make Themis yield place to Mars. 

The Code Civil (to use its modern republican designation) was 
only the first of a series. Within the next half-dozen years four 

1 B. M. Jolinston, The Coreican (Boston, 1910) , p. 299. 
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other codes were compiled and promulgated. These codes dealt 
with civil procedure, criminal law, criminal procedure, and com- 
merce. Before Napoleon relinquished his imperial throne he had 
established throughout the whole of France a single system of law 
and legal procedure. Revisions of this system have taken place 
at intervals, but the fundamentals remain unchanged. The Napo- 
leonic codes were so comprehensive that they left relatively little to 
be covered by subsequent legislation. In France, as a consequence, 
there has been no such outpouring of statutes as has taken place in 
England, in America, and in the British self-governing dominions. 
This, however, is not an unmixed blessing, in as much as the codify- 
ing of a legal system conduces to rigidity. It is sometimes said that 
the codes have tended to stereotype the legal system of France and 
to take from it that quality of quick responsiveness to new eco- 
nomic needs which every progressive legal system ought to have.^ 

This suggests reference to a distinctive feature of French law 
and legal interpretation. In Great Britain and in the United 
States the law is being constantly developed, expanded, and even 
altered by judicial decisions. Both these countries have built up 
great bodies of judge-made law. Although it is the theory of Anglo- 
American jurisprudence that the judges have no authority to 
change the law, but only to interpret and apply it, everj^'body 
knows that English and American courts do, in fact, make changes, 
often very considerable changes. 

One Judicial decision advances a little upon another, and so on 
year after year, until there exists a wide gulf between the law as 
it is and the law as it was. Simple words and phrases receive new 
shades of meaning, and ultimately acquire new meanings alto- 
gether. This gradual modification of the law by judicial decisions 
has been made possible in England and the United States by the 
traditional respect which the courts always render to precedent. 
The doctrine of stare decisis — the doctrine that a court will always 
be guided by previous decisions unless there is a compelling reason 
for reversal — has resulted in giving judge-made law a definite drift 
and direction. 

But in France there is no such doctrine. On the contrary it is 
definitely understood that no court is under any obligation to be 

1 Some of the American states and the British dominions also have codes— civil 
codes, criminal codes, and codes of procedure; but they are not so comprehensive 
as those of France and their provisions are constantly being adjusted to new con- 
ditions by means of judicial interpretation. 
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guided by its own previous decisions or even by the decisions of a 
higher court. Precedents may be cited in the French courts, and 
frequently are; but no great reliance is placed upon them, and the 
judges are free to disregard even the weightiest precedents when- 
ever they feel so inclined. When a French tribunal gives a decision 
which directly contravenes some previous ruling, nobody says 
(as we do in America) that '^the court has reversed itself/^ It has 
merely changed its mind or its attitude, in accordance with al- 
tered conditions, as every French court is expected to do. At the 
same time it is impossible for any court, in any country, to decide 
every case on its own individual merits, without some reference to 
what has already been adjudged in similar cases. The prestige 
of a judiciary demands that its decisions shall be reasonably con- 
sistent. It is essential to the proper enforcement of the law, more- 
over, that individuals shall know how the laws are going to be 
interpreted. 

So, while the doctrine of stare decisis has never had any formal 
recognition in France, and while no great body of controlling de- 
cisions has been built up as in America, there is nevertheless a 
definite judicial consensus on many fundamental questions. In 
other words, while the courts are free to disregard precedent, they 
have found in the nature of things that it is easier and better to 
maintain a reasonable standard of consistency in their interpre- 
tations of the law. Side by side with the written provisions 
of the codes they are gradually building up, therefore, a small 
body of judge-made laws which fills the lacunae and clears the 
obscurities.^ 

There is another feature of the French judicial system which the 
American student will do well to note. France has a written con- 
stitution, embodied in a series of constitutional laws, the provi- 
sions of which are in some cases very precise. And the French 
constitution, like the American, is ostensibly the supreme law of 
the land ; hence any ordinary law which conflicts with its provisions 
is said to be unconstitutional and void. But no French court has 
the power to declare a statute unconstitutional and to annul it on 
that ground, no matter how repugnant to the constitution the 
statute may be. No such power is expressly given to the courts by 
the French constitution and it has not been acquired, as in the 
United States, by usage. 

^Raymond Poincar^, France is Governed (New York, 1914), p. 241, 
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What happens, then, if the French Parliament passes a law which 
contravenes a constitutional provision? Suppose it should pass a 
statute providing that decrees of the President may be promul- 
gated without the countersignature of a minister although the 
constitution expressly stipulates to the contrary? The question 
cannot be authoritatively answered because the two French cham- 
bers have never yet enacted a law in direct contravention of a con- 
stitutional requirement. It has been suggested that the President 
of the Republic might refuse to promulgate such a law if it were 
passed, and thereby withhold it from going into force; but it is 
highly improbable that any President would assume such a respon- 
sibility. Certain it is, in any event, that no court would assume 
the onus of interfering — and for a reason which will be explained 
in the next paragraph. 

The constitutional laws of 1875 say nothing about the courts, 
how they shall be organized, or what their powers shall be. The 
whole matter is left within the jurisdiction of the French parlia- 
ment to control, hence a conflict between the judiciary and the 
legislature in France could have only one outcome. The courts 
are created by law, and by law their powers could be curtailed. 
They might declare one law unconstitutional, perhaps, but parlia- 
ment would assuredly see to it that they never did anything of the 
sort again. From the nature of its original authority, therefore, 
the French judiciary does not possess the independence, nor can 
it hope to develop the powers that pertain to the judiciary in the 
United States. It is not the habit of Frenchmen to look upon the 
judiciary as a separate branch of the government, distinct from 
the legislative and executive branches. They incline to regard the 
courts as mere administrative agencies, something like the post 
offices or the prefectures. 

Some other general contrasts between the French and American 
judicial systems remain to be noted. In France all the courts are 
localized; the judges sit at a fixed place and never go on circuit 
as is the practice to a considerable extent in both England and 
America. In France, moreover, every court except the very lowest 
is provided with a bench of judges; in no higher court does a single 
judge give decisions. Every decision of a French court (save in 
the very lowest courts) must be rendered by the concurrence of at 
least three judges. There is an old French proverb: juge unique^ 
jiige inique^ which expresses the public sentiment on this matter; 
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but it has no justification, as the history of English and American 
courts has shown. A single judge is no less careful, and no less 
fair, than a bench of judges. On the contrary he assumes the entire 
responsibility for it, whereas such responsibility is dissipated when 
decisions are rendered by a vote of three judges against two, or 
of five against four. 

The large As a result of this plural organization of the courts the total 

fudges.^ number of judges in France is very large — nearly six thousand in 
all.i In England the total number (apart from justices of the peace 
and stipendiary magistrates) scarcely exceeds one hundred. From 
time to time it has been proposed to cut down the excessive num- 
ber in France by having single judges sit in the courts of first 
instance, but the collegial tradition has always proved too strong. 
Attempts have also been made to reduce the number of courts, 
of which there are far too many, but here again there has been op- 
position from the regions immediately affected. The deputies agree 
with the idea in principle, but not in its application to their owm 
constituencies. It is as difficult to abolish a superfluous court in 
France as to eliminate an obsolete army post or navy yard in the 
United States. 

How French, yin England and in the United States Uie Judges are recruited 

chosel^^^ 'from the legaljpro An appointment to the bench is regarded 

by most lawyers as the crowning stage of a successful career at the 
bar. Jh^xance this is not the case. Members of the French judici- 
ary are regarded As the representatives of a separate profession, 
with no close relation to the active practice of the Iaw7’* THe young 
Frenchman, when he begins to study law, decides whether he wants 
to be a lawyer or a judge, and plans his studies accordingly. If 
ho chooses a judicial career he does not hang out a sign and hustle 
for clients when he has finished his course. He goes at once into 
service as a subordinate court official, sometimes without pay. 
Then, if he displays ability, he may become a procureur (official 
prosecutor), or a substitute judge in a court of the first instance. 
In time, if he earns promotion, he will become a regular judge of 
this court, and eventually the presiding judge of it. From this 
position he may be named as a conseiller on one of the twenty-seven 
courts of appeal, and if he sufficiently distinguishes himself among 
his colleagues there he will ultimately attain the zenith of his as- 

^ In the lower courts they are called jugcs^ in the higher courts they are called 
conscillers. 
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pirations by donning the red robe which is the insignia of the court 
of cassation. 

In other words, the French Judiciary is regarded as a branch of The 
the civil service for which'' a" special form of training is required. 

This is quite contrary to the tradition in the United States where 
any lawj^er is deemed fit to be a judge if he can get himself ap- 
pointed or elected. There are no elective Judges in France. Great 
as is the influence of democratic theory in the abstract, French 
public opinion would not countenance an elective Judiciary. All 
Judicial posts except the very lowest are filled by promotion. An 
elective Judiciary was established during the Revolution but it 
proved a failure and Napoleon abolished it in 1804. No serious 
attempt to revive it has been made under the Third Republic. 

The French people are not so obtuse as to blink the fact that the 
effective administration of Justice, as between man and man, is 
something that calls for specialized skill and experience. They 
know that these qualities cannot be regularly obtained by choosing 
Judges at the polls. All French Judges are therefore appointed by 
the President of the Republic on recommendation of the minister 
of Justice. Most of them hold office for life and cannot be removed 
except by consent of the court of cassation.^ 

Most conspicuous of all differences between the French and The dual 
American legal systems, however, is the separation which the iaw*^Sid 
former makes betw^een ordinary law and administrative law, be- courts: 
tween ordinary courts and' administrative courts. Neither in 
England nor in the United States is any such general separation 
made. It is sometimes said that France has one sj^stem of law for 
the ordinary citizen and another for the public official, — that the 
public officials are a favored class with the right to be tried by 
special courts and are not amenable to the ordinary tribunals. 

This, as will be shown in the next chapter, is not a fair way of 
stating the matter. The system of administrative law redounds ' 
to the benefit of the ordinary citizen and not to his disadvantage. , 

It affords the Frenchman a measure of redress against his govern- 
ment which the American citizen does not obtain. The remedies’ 
which the French citizen has against his government are speedier, 
cheaper, and in every way more satisfactoiy than those which' 
either Englishmen or Americans possess in relation to their respcc- ' 
tive governments. This is a matter that must be reserved for 

^ See also below, p. 527. 
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later and more ample discussion, but it should be noted at this 
point that France has two distinct sets of courts, known as regular 
courts and administrative courts, each with its own judges, juris- 
diction, and procedure. 

The regular courts administer the civil and criminal law. The 
lowest among these courts in France, as in England, are the local 
courts presided over by the justices of the peace (jiiges de paix). 
There is one such court in every canton J It has jurisdiction in 
civil controversies where the amount involved is small, and in 
criminal cases where the offense is a minor one. The procedure is 
informal and inexpensive, much like that of the small claims 
courts” which function in many American cities. The juge de 
paix spends most of his time straightening out misunderstandings. 
His main business is to prevent lawsuits, not to try them. In his 
day^s routine he deals with neighborhood quarrels over land 
boundaries, trespass and minor damages to property, disputes be- 
tween landlord and tenant, attachments on small salaries, and 
accidents to workmen. It is not so much a knowledge of the law 
as a knowledge of human nature that the French justice of the 
peace needs in his work. 

Although this is the lowest regular court in France, it is by no 
means the least important. These three thousand justices of the 
peace handle nearly a million cases a year and it is from them that 
the people at large get their conception of what French justice is. 
Relatively few of their decisions are ever appealed. No one is 
eligible for appointment as a justice unless he has obtained his 
first law diploma or has passed a rigorous legal examination. 
An exception is made in the case of those who have held certain 
other judicial offices. The justices are paid fair salaries and are en- 
titled to a pension on retirement. 

Next come district courts, or Courts of the First Instance. There 
is at least one of these in every departxnent and it is always 
provided with several judges, at least three and sometimes as 
many as fifteen. Where there are more than six judges the court 
may divide itself into sections or chambers. The judges sit to- 
gether, one of them serving as presiding judge, and render their 
decisions by majority vote. They are assisted by a public 
prosecutor {procureur) who conducts the cases as is done by 

^ A canton is a judicial division of the arrondissement. There are 3019 cantons 
in France. 
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the prosecuting attorney or district attorney in the United 
States. 

The courts of the first instance hear appeals from the decisions 
of the justices (where small sums are involved; otherwise the de- 
cision of the lower court is final), and have original jurisdiction in 
all civil controversies no matter how large the amount involved. 
They also have original jurisdiction in a limited range of criminal 
cases. But all their decisions in criminal cases, and in civil cases 
involving large amounts, may be appealed to the higher courts. 
The district courts do not use juries. 

Then there are courts of appeal, twenty-seven of them in alL^ 
Each court of appeal is also made up of a bench of judges (conseil- 
lers) and its jurisdiction extends over a judicial province, each of 
which contains from one to seven of the French departments. 
The court of appeal at Paris, for example, has Jurisdiction over the 
Department of the Seine and five other departments. These courts 
sit in sections, each section having at least five judges, one of whom 
serves as presiding judge of the section. There is a civil section, a 
criminal section, and an indictment section {chambre accusation) 
which performs the functions of a grand jury. 

Each section of the court of appeal is assisted by one or more 
public prosecutors known as procureurs-generauXy also by various 
assistant prosecutors, attorneys, bailiffs, and other court func- 
tionaries. In France all these procureurs, avoues, huissiersj and so 
on, are regarded as members of the judiciary. The regular judges 
are known as the sitting judiciaryj while the others make up the 
standing judiciary. This is in truth a pragmatic way of differen- 
tiating them. No juries are used by the court of appeals in any of 
its sections. The work is confined almost entirely to the hearing of 
appeals from the courts below, more particularly to the hearing 
of arguments on points of law. In most instances the decisions of a 
court of appeal are final. 

The civil procedure in these courts of appeal seems strange to 
an American law3"er. The case is prepared, both sides of it, by 
avoues or attorneys. They make out the complaints and replies, 
rebuttals and surrebuttals, for which they charge their clients a 
stiff fee, and which they serve on one another by means of pompous 
huissiers or uniformed bailiffs whose services are also expensive. 
The Judge waits until the lawyers have finished this interchange of 

^ One for Algeria, one for Corsica, and twenty-five for France. 


Their Juris- 
diction. 


3. The 
courts of 
appeal. 


Methods of 
pleading. 




Public pros- 
ecutors. 


626 


THE . FRENCH, REPUBLIC 


4. The 
courts of 
.assize. 


The jury 
system in 
France. 


Does not 

function 

well. 


documents and then listens to oral argument on such points as are 
still in disagreement. He does not see the clients, for the clients 
do not come into court. They may be fictitious persons so far as 
the Judges are concerned. Sometimes they are — French versions 
of John Doe vs. Richard Roe. No oral evidence is presented in the 
French courts of appeal. It is all in the fonn of documents. When 
the arguments have been concluded by the attorneys the judges 
confer and try to reach a decision. 

Serious criminal cases are tried in the courts of assize and only 
under certain conditions may thej^ be carried before the criminal 
section of a court of appeal. These courts of assize have no juris- 
diction in civil controversies; they deal with criminal cases only. 
There is one such court for each of the eighty-nine departments 
in France. Rather curiously they do not form a separate rung in 
the ladder of regular courts but are specially organized four times 
a year. The presiding judge is named from one of the courts of 
appeal by the minister of justice; his two associate judges are 
drawn either from a court of appeal or from a district court. This 
is the only French court which uses a jury, and it sits with a juiy 
in practically all cases. 

The trial jury in France (as in England and America) is composed 
of twelve persons chosen by lot from a panel of citizens, but its 
functions are somewhat different from those with which Ameri- 
cans are familiar. The jury system is not indigenous in France. 
It was transplanted from England and has never taken firm root, 
Frenchmen feel that trial by jury ought to be preserved as a safe- 
guard of individual liberty, but they do not value it so highly as 
is done in Anglo-Saxon lands. Hence the jury system has not been 
overworked in France. It is never used in deciding civil contro- 
versies, but has been reserved for the trial of serious crimes only. 

Even at that it does not appear to be functioning very well, A 
recent writer on French government condemns the system un- 
sparingly and declares that in many cases the courts might as well 
^'allow justice to depend upon a throw of the dice as upon the ver- 
dict of the jury.^^ Composed exclusively of petty shopkeepers, he 
goes on to say, ^^the jury often shows extreme severity towards 
attacks on property and a surprising indulgence to personal as- 
saults/’ ^ This jurist stigmatizes the jury system as a sacrifice of 
common sense to an old Saxon superstition, and one that works 

^Joseph Bartiielemy, The Govermnent of France (New York, 1924), p. 176. 
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havoc with the sound administration of justice. Too much weighty 
however, should not be given to this opinion. There are some 
American jurists who feel the same way, yet the advantages of the 
jury system in the United States far outweigh its many short- 
comings. 

The supreme court of France, for all ordinary cases both civil 
and criminal, is the Court of Cassation.^ There is but one court 
of cassation for the whole of France, this centralization being de- 
signed to ensure uniformity in the interpretation of the laws. It 
is not a supreme court of appeal in the usual sense, because it has 
nothing to do with the facts of a case; its function is merely the 
cassation or annulment of lower court decisions which have wrongly 
interpreted the law. 

The Court of Cassation sits in Paris and has a bench of forty- 
nine judges, including a first president, three presidents of cham- 
bers, and forty-five councillors. In addition there is a procureur- 
general and several assistants. Like the courts of appeal this highest 
court does its w’ork in sections or chambers. Two chambers deal 
with civil and one with criminal cases. ^ The court of cassation has 
no original jurisdiction; all cases come before it on appeal from 
some court below. It cannot change the verdict of a lower court, 
but must either confirm the decision or refer the case back for a new 
trial. It does not, as in America, send the case back to the same 
court for retrial, but to a different court of the same grade. Since 
appeals involving the same legal questions are being constantly 
brought before the court of cassation, this tribunal is gradually 
building up a body of case-law despite the fact that it is not bound 
by its previous decisions. It should be reiterated at this point that 
although the court of cassation is the court of last resort in all 
ordinary civil and criminal cases, it has no power to declare any law 
unconstitutional. 

The prestige of this court is very great. A seat on its bench is Its prestige 
the vaulting ambitioa of every judge and procureur in the lower 
courts of France. The procedure used in the court of cassation is 
quaint, having come down without much change from the great 
ordinances of Louis XIV. The Napoleonic code of procedure left it 

^ The name comes from the verb casser, to quash, overrule, or annul. 

^ In the case of the civil sections, one section (cfiamhre de reqiiHes) examines the 
appeal to determine whether it is worth consideration. If its decision is affirmative, 
the appeal then goes to the other civil section; otherwise it is thrown out. By this 
method frivolous appeals are discouraged. 
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substantially untouched. The contending parties submit briefs in 
writing; then the actual pleading consists of short oral arguments 
on the principal issues by the chief attorneys for both sides. These 
legal points of disagreement are then studied by a single judge who 
submits his findings to the whole chamber, w^hich may accept or 
modify these findings as it sees fit. 

Mention ought to be made of three special tribunals which stand 
outside the hierarchy of regular courts but whose work is of con- 
siderable importance. The first of these are the commerce courts 
{tribunaux de commerce) which decide controversies arising out of 
commercial transactions, including bankruptcy proceedings. They 
are established in all French cities of any considerable size. The 
judges are elected by the merchants of the municipality. In Paris 
there are about 47,000 persons qualified to participate in the elec- 
tion of these commercial judges. They relieve the regular courts 
from the task of handling a huge grist of trade disputes. Appeals 
from the decisions of the commerce courts go to the court of 
appeals. 

In the second place there are courts of industrial arbitration 
(conseils de prud^hommes). These are semi-judicial bodies made up 
equally of employers and employees with a justice of the peace 
presiding. They settle, or try to settle, labor disputes — especially 
those connected with wages, conditions of work, and wrongful dis- 
missals. Thus they afford a prompt and inexpensive means by 
which the worker can get redress if injustice has been done. An 
appeal may be taken to the regular civil tribunals in any case 
where the amount involved is above a certain sum. 

Finally, there are special courts for the fixing of compensation 
when private property is taken for public use under the right of 
eminent domain. These courts are composed of a juiy alone — six- 
teen citizens drawn for the purpose and known as a jury of ex- 
propriation. They report their findings to the civil court which 
promulgates the award. In the United States, when private prop- 
erty is taken for public use, the constitution requires that the 
deprived owner shall be given ^'just compensation.’’ The amount 
of this compensation, in the event of disagreement, is fixed by the 
regular courts. 

In all the regular courts (not including those mentioned in the 
three foregoing paragraphs) the judges are appointed on recom- 
mendation of the minister of justice, but the latter is not free to 
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recommend whom he pleases. He must follow certain rules which 
have been laid down by presidential decree. As regards appoint- 
ments to the lower courts the minister must make his selections 
from among those who have passed special examinations or who 
have had a certain amount of experience either as prosecutors or in 
some other official position. For appointments to the higher courts 
the recommendations must be made from among the judges of the 
lower courts in accordance with a table of promotions.^ It is pro- 
vided, however, that the minister may depart from the tableau 
d^avancement in certain cases.^ This system of appointment and 
promotion, which went into force in 1906, has greatly diminished 
the activity of the politicians in relation to the French judiciaiy, 
but it has not yet eliminated this activity altogether. 

Most judicial appointments in France are made without limit 
of time. In all the courts, except the lowest and the highest, the 
judges are presumed to hold office during good behavior or until 
they reach the age limit.^ Any accusation of misconduct against 
a judge (save in the case of its own members) is heard by the court 
of cassation which may render a verdict of removal. But the court 
of cassation has itself no such legal protection; its members may 
be removed by the President of the Republic at any time. In prac- 
tice removals do not take place without good reason. 

By law and by custom, therefore, security of judicial tenure is 
well established in France. But it is not guaranteed by the consti- 
tution as in the United States. There is nothing to prevent whole- 
sale dismissals under the guise of a lavr for reorganizing the courts. 
Such purgings (epurations) of the judiciary have at times taken 
place, but not in recent years (the last occasion was in 1883), and 
public sentiment is now so adverse to the practice that nothing 
of the sort is likely to occur again, unless the royalists or the com- 
munists some day manage to get control of both chambers. 

^ This does not apply to the juges do paix who are rarely promoted. Judges of 
the courts of appeal and of assize are promoted from the courts of the first instance; 
judges of the courts of cassation are selected fi'om the courts of appeal. 

2 There is a separate table of promotions for each higher court. It is prepared 
anew every year by the minister of justice with the help of a judicial commission 
and is based upon merit as well as seniority. The minister must fill at least three- 
fourths of the annurl vacancies from this list; for the remaining one-fourth he may 
gO' outside..' ■: 

2 The juges de paix are not regarded as judges within the meaning of this provision. 
There are special rules, prescribed by a law of June 14, 1918, relating to their ap- 
pointment and removal. Nor do the rules against irremovability apply to the ad- 
ministrative courts (see below, pp. 543-544). 
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The procedure in the regular courts of France differs greatly 
from that followed by the courts of Great Britain and the United 
States. To explain all the differences would lead one into a long 
and technical narrative, of no interest save to legal specialists. 
But the more outstanding contrasts may be made clear by out- 
lining how a criminal case runs its course in the French tribunals. 
This is not to imply that in France all criminal cases are tried in 
exactly the same way. The procedure is not absolutely fixed and 
may be varied a little as the occasion demands. But what follows 
will serve as a fairly typical illustration. 

Let us suppose that a serious crime is committed and an arrest 
made by the police. The prisoner is first taken before an examining 
officer known as a juge dHnstruction. Despite his title, this func- 
tionary is not a judge at all but a preliminary inquisitor who makes 
no finding of innocence or guilt. He merely holds an inquiry during 
winch he closely questions the accused person. This enquete is not 
a public hearing, but the accused is permitted to have his counsel 
present. Witnesses are summoned, and all phases of the case are 
gone into. Then the juge d'instruction puts a summary of the mat- 
ter into wTiting, and if he finds that there is sufficient ground for 
holding the accused he refers the case to the nearest chambre 
d!^ accusation which is the indicting body in France, there being no 
grand jury system as in the United States.^ 

In any event the preliminary enquete is thorough and searching. 
It leaves no portion of the accused's life-history unrevealed. Com- 
plaint is often made that there is too much of what we call the 
“third degree,” too much grilling and browbeating of the accused 
in the endeavor to force a confession of guilt.- On the other hand 
there is an obvious safeguard against too much of this so long as 
the prisoner is entitled to have his counsel present at the inquiry. 

When the case comes before the chamber of accusation the latter 
does not hear any additional evidence but merely examines the 
record. It may then order the accused to be discharged, or it may 
frame an indictment (ocfe d^ accusation) against him. The actual 
work of drawing this document is done by the prosecuting officers 
of the court. Unlike the indictments returned by an American 

^ It will be recalled that the chamhre d' accusation (or, to give its full title, the 
chamhre des viises en accusation) is one of the sections of a court of appeal. 

2 A vivid portrayal is given in Eugene Brieux’s drama, La Robe Rouge, Act I, 
Scene 7, cited by Professor J. W. Garner in his article on “Criminal Procedure in 
France,” Yale Law Journal, Vol. XXV, p. 260. 
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grand juiy, the acte accusation is not a carefully-worded enumera- 
tion of the charges against the accused person, but a voluminous 
recital which may (and often does) include a vitriolic tirade against 
him, his general character, his past misdeeds, and even the bad 
reputations of his relatives. It sounds like a prosecuting attorney’s 
concluding address to an American jury in a criminal trial 

Yet no one should conclude from this procedure that innocent 
persons run a greater risk of indictment in France than in the 
United States, Quite the contrary. In the United States the power 
to indict rests ostensibly with the grand jury, a body of la3rmen 
chosen by lot, but they are quite susceptible to the influence of the 
district or state’s attorney. Sometimes they virtually do what he 
tells them to do, and he, being an elective official, is not always 
immune from political pressure. Hence we have sometimes seen 
grand juries used by district attorneys as instrumentalities for the 
promotion of their own political ambitions. In France the power 
to indict rests with a chamber of at least five judges, who are ap- 
pointed by the chief of state and are irremovable except for good 
cause. All five judges must sign the indictment. These prelimi- 
naries, moreover, are pushed through more promptly in France 
than in this countrjn The accused must be brought before a juge 
dHnstruciion within twenty-four hours, and the chamber of accusa- 
tion ordinarily does its part within the next fortnight. 

After his indictment the accused is brought to trial in a court 
of assize. Three judges sit on the bench in this court and the jury 
panel consists of thirty-six citizens wiiose names are drawn from 
an urn one by one. The prosecution and the defense may chal- 
lenge any juror, with or without cause, until there are no more 
names in the urn than there are jurors to be selected. Thereupon 
no further challenges are permitted. When a long trial is antici- 
pated, it is the practice to select, in addition to the tw^elve regular 
jurors, one or tW’O extra jui^unen who sit with the others and are 
available for service in case a regular juror is taken ill x4s a rule*it 
does not take long to empanel a jury in France, never more than a 
few hours. In America, as everyone knows, it may take several 
days, and sometimes more than a week. The American jury panel, 
moreover, often contains a hundred names, and when it is ex- 
hausted a new panel may be summoned. 

When the French jury has been chosen, the presiding judge ex- 
plains the accusation but does not ask the prisoner to plead. Nor 
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does the prosecution begin the trial In American fashion by giving 
a review of what it expects to prove. Insteadj the presiding Judge 
begins his inteirogatoire, which is an examination and cross- 
examination of the accused. This mojy continue for several hours; 
Meanwhile the associate judges, the public prosecutor, and the 
counsel for the defense are supposed to sit in silence. 

When the presiding judge is a skilful questioner this arrangement 
provides a quick and effective way of bringing out the essential 
facts. But many of the French judges are neither skilful nor un- 
emotional, hence the interrogatory sometimes develops into a 
rather undignified disputation between the prisoner and the bench. 
This phase of judicial procedure has been vigorously criticised in 
recent years and there is a widespread demand that it be abolished. 
Police officers complain that when a judge grills an accused person 
too severely during his interrogatory the latter gets the jury’s 
S3rmpathy to such a degree that he is sometimes acquitted in the 
face of the strongest evidence. 

After the presiding judge has finished his attempt to get the facts 
from the prisoner, the witnesses are called. This is just the reversal 
of Anglo-American procedure. Usually the witnesses for the 
prosecution are called first, then those for the civil party ^ (if there 
is one), and finally those for the defense. This is the order laid down 
in the code of criminal procedure; but it is sometimes varied and 
the witnesses are called in irregular order, so that the jury may not 
know which side they are testifying for. 

The examination of the witnesses is conducted in a way quite 
different from that to which we are accustomed in the United 
States. Each witness, on being sworn, is instructed to tell all he 
knows. Most of them obey this instruction all too literally. The 
code expressly provides that a witness must not be interrupted, but 
the court of cassation has ruled that if he rambles too far from the 
case the presiding judge may call him to order. In a French court 
witnesses are heardy not questioned. So everything goes as evidence 
at a French assize — ^hearsay, rumors, opinion, suspicion, animosity, 

^ The term “ civil party ” requires a word of explanation. In France anyone who 
has been injured in person or in property as the result of a crime may enter the 
case as a civil party. For example, a truck driven by a drunken driver collides with 
a taxicab and kills a passenger therein. The truck driver is indicted and the state 
prosecutes. These are the two parties to the criminal side of the case. But the owner 
of the demolished taxicab may enter as a civil party, claiming damages. In the 
United States he would have to enter a separate civil suit which would be tried 
independently. 
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invective, anything that a witness chooses to pour forth. He may 
tell what he saw, what somebody else saw, what he heard, or what 
somebody else heard somebody say he saw. Accordingly there are 
no long wuangies betw^een the attorneys as to w’^hether certain 
evidence is admissible or not. Anything is admissible, if the pre-' 
siding judge cares to listen to it, for the code provides that he may 
admit whatever in his opinion wdll conduce to the ascertainment 
of the truth.” 

Then, when the witness has had his say (without interruption) 
the presiding judge may question him. This he proceeds to do 
without first giving the lawyers a chance. When the judge has 
finished with the wdtiiess he must permit the public prosecutor to 
ask questions directly; but the counsel for the defense, and for the 
civil party if there is one, are never allowed to examine or to cross- 
examine in this W'ay. They must ask their questions through the 
presiding judge, and the latter may decline to put any question 
that he deems irrelevant. Needless to say this arrangement greatly 
abbreviates the time taken in the examination of witnesses by 
counsel. Jurors are also allowed to ask questions, but they rarely do 
so. Nor is it usual for the two associate judges to question the 
witnesses, altlioiigii tliey have that privilege. 

When the witnesses have all testified, the public prosecutor 
delivers his address to the court and calls for a verdict of conviction. 
The counsel for the civil party and for the defense follow him in 
the order named. The prosecutor may then speak in rebuttal; if 
so, the counsel for the defense must be given the final word. The 
code expressly requires this, and it naturally gives the accused an 
advantage. As a rule the concluding addresses are not lengthy. 
The presiding judge does not '^charge the jury” as in America; he 
does not sum up the case and call attention to the real points at 
issue. Nor does he instruct the jurors that they must bring in a 
simple verdict of giiihy or not guilty. On the contrary he submits 
to the jur\mien a list of questions w^hich they are to answer. Was 
the accused present vdien the crime was committed? Has his alibi 
been proved? Was the assault or homicide committed in self- 
defense? And so on. One of the questions always asks the jurymen 
whether, in the event of their finding the defendant culpable, there 
were any extenuating circumstances. Sometimes the list of ques- 
tions is long and complicated, and for this reason the answers w^hich 
the jurors give are occasionally inconsistent with one another. 
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TLe jury retires from the courtroom and frames its answers by 
majority vote, a secret ballot being taken on each question. When 
any tnatter requiring the advice of the presiding judge arises in an 
American trial it is the practice to bring the jury back into the 
courtroom where the judge gives his explanation in public. In 
France a different plan is pursued. There the presiding judge goes to 
the jury room, accompanied by the public prosecutor and the 
counsel for the accused. Not infrequently he is summoned for the 
purpose of telling the jurors what penalty he is likely to impose in 
case the answers are adverse to the defendant. This shows that 
French jurors have not caught the spirit of the jury system. 
They desire to do more than serve as an agency for the deter- 
mination of the facts. The code of criminal procedure in France 
stipulates that a jury has nothing to do with penalties; but 
French jur^mien often insist upon influencing penalties in a round 
about way. They do not like to place anyone in jeopardy without 
a prior assurance that the punishment will conform to their 
own ideas. 

On the basis of the jury’s answers the three judges announce the 
verdict and impose the sentence. In case of disagreement among 
themselves the three judges decide by majority vote. In general 
they must act in accord with the jury’s answers; but if the jury 
has voted six to six or seven to five on any question the three 
judges are free to frame a verdict of acquittal (but not a verdict 
of conviction), provided they are themselves unanimous. The 
code of criminal procedure also stipulates that a lenient sentence 
must be imposed whenever the jurymen report that they have 
found extenuating circumstances. French juries are notoriously 
partial to defendants. There is widespread complaint that they 
readily condone offenses of a political character, crimes committed 
by strikers, cases that come under the unwritten law, and indeed 
most of the so-termed passionnel offenses. This leniency is said 
to be more pronounced in Paris and the other large cities than in 
the rural districts. 

From the verdict and sentence at the assizes an appeal may be 
taken on any issue of law to the court of cassation. This court, 
under ordinary circumstances, has no power to set aside the ver- 
dict; it can merely order a new trial and this rehearing takes place 
in some court of avssize other than the one in which the original 
trial was conducted. In certain quite exceptional cases, however, 
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the court of cassation may set aside the verdict of the assize with- 
out ordering a new trial. ^ 

Thus a criminal trial in a French court is an investigation not a 
contest. It is not a forensic battle between two opposing platoons 
of learned counsel. The rule that questions must be asked through 
the mouth of the presiding judge has had the effect of discouraging 
frivolous inquiries on the part of the defendant’s attorneys. The 
practice of giving the presiding judge full discretion as to the range 
of admissible evidence serves to eliminate most of the long wrangles 
and protests and ^^exceptions’’ which take place in the criminal 
courts of the United States. The requirement of a majority instead 
of unaiiimit}^ in reaching a jury’s decision on any point has the 
advantage of avoiding deadlocks. There can be no such thing as a 
'Tiling jury ” in France. Furthemiore, there is a good deal to be 
said for the French plan of submitting to the jury a series of definite 
questions as contrasted with the American practice of insisting 
upon a categorical verdict, for it gives the jurymen something 
specific to work upon. In America we avow that juries determine 
questions of fact alone; but what we actually require them to do 
is to fix guilt or innocence, which is by no means the same thing. 

On the other hand there are some features of French criminal 
procedure which are wholly^ out of consonance with Anglo-Saxon 
legal traditions and hence would not be tolerated by public opinion 
in the United States or in England, A prisoner may be required 
to give evidence against himself. A witness is not permitted to 
refrain from answering any question on the ground that his answer 
may’* be self-incriminating. A prisoner cannot demand to be con- 
fronted by^ the witnesses against him. Written evidence may^ be 
received and accepted against an accused person without giving 
him an opportunity^ to cross-examine the authors of such evidence. 
The custom of admitting hearsay is one that ought not to be 
tolerated in any^ well-ordered judicial sy^stem, nor should the prac- 
tice of letting the jury ask the judge about the probable penalty. 

The procedure in civil cases is necessarily different from all 
this because juries are not used to such controversies, nor is there 
a public prosecutor. Much of the evidence is submitted in writing. 
The amues or lawyers on each side present their arguments to the 
judges who sit en banc, and the latter give judgment by majority 

^ For example, it did this in one case where a defendant had been convicted of 
murder and it subsequently appeared that the supposed victim was still alive. 
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vote. Civil trials move more rapidly in France than in the United 
States. Less heed is paid to technicalities. The right of appeal is 
more restricted. Yet the French judicial system has not found 
much favor among English or American jurists^ which is partly 
because so few of them understand it. One sometimes hears an 
American lawyer remark that ‘Un France a man is deemed guilty 
until he proves himself innocent^’ — and the Dre;^'dus case is cited 
as affording an illustration. ^ There is no basis for any such asser- 
tion. The presumption of innocence is the same in both countries. 
Anyhow Dreyfus was tried by court-martial, not by one of the 
regular criminal courts, hence his case has no relevance in any 
discussion of French judicial procedure. 


A. W. Spencer’s Modern French Legal Philosophy (Boston, 1912) gives 
the student a good idea of the French legal system in general. See also 
Jean Brissaud, History of French Public Law (London, 1915). The best 
short discussions of judicial organization and procedure (in English) are 
the articles by Professor James W. Garner on ^‘'The French Judiciary” 
in the Yale Law Journal 1917), and on ^Xhiminal Procedure in 

France,” in Ibid. (February, 1916). To these illuminating articles the 
foregoing chapter is considerably indebted. The American Laiv Review 
(VoL XLVI, passim) contains an interesting comparison of French and 
American judicial methods. Developments of the legal system in France 
may be follov;ed in the Revue generale du droit, published under the editor- 
ship of Professor M. J. Bonnecase. 
iSeepp. 496-497. 
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THE SYSTEM OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISPRUDENCE 

The French system of administrative law, and the very principles. on which 
it rests, are quite unknown to English and American judges and lawyers.— 
Albert Venn Dicey. 

The preceding chapter has been devoted to the regular French 
courts and their procedure. There is another branch of French law, 
however, and another set of tribunals, both of which deserve at- 
tention, for the}^ play a considerable part in the Jurisprudence of 
the Republic. We hear veiy little of administrative law and ad- 
ministrative courts in Great Britain and America, but this is not 
because both countries are lacking in anything of the sort. [Both 
England and the United States have systems of administrative 
law, and they have administrative commissions for enforcing it. 
But administrative law is not regarded in these two countries as 
a separate body of law, distinct from the. ordinary law of the land, 
based upon different principles and quite differently applied.}^ 
What is administrative law? Before trying to answer this ques- 
tion it ma}^ be well to recall the ancient legal maxim that ^The 
king can dp no wrong.” This principle, or something akin to it, 
is recognized in all countries. The sovereign cannot wrong his 
subjects, and hence is not liable to be sued by them. The doctrine 
was succinctly stated by Chief Justice Roger B. Taney of the 
United States Supreme Court as follows: 

It is an established principle of jurisprudence in all civilized nations 
that the so^'e^cigll cannot be sued in its own courts, or in any other, 
without its consent and permission; but it may, if it thinks proper, 
waive this privilege and permit itself to be made a defendant in a suit by 
individuals.” ^ 

This juristic rule rests upon considerations of public policy; 
it w^oukl be inconvenient and dangerous to follow a contraiy 
principle. The public service would be hindered, and the public 
safety menaced if the supreme authority could be enjoined from 

^ Beers v. Arkansas, 20 Howard, 527 (1857). 
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action by any citizen at any time. Neither the United States, 
therefore, nor any state of the Union, can be sued by an individual 
save with its own consent. But with this consent it may be 
sued~in accoi'dance with the legal procedure laid down in such 
casesd 

Now while this sovereign immunity is all well enough as a legal 
fiction, the fact remains that a nation or a state must exercise its 
sovereign powers through human agencies — through pubhc officials 
who are elected or appointed to do the work of governing. And 
these officials, being human, will at times make mistakes, display 
negligence, exceed their authority, act arbitrarily, and do injury 
to citizens or their property. A strict adherence to the principle 
that “the king can do no wrong would lead to frequent and 
grave injustices. It would mean that the citizen must suffer wrong 
without redress. For this reason all sovereign states do, in fact, 

^ assume a varying amount of legal liabilit}^' and permit themselves 
;or their public officials to be sued under certain prescribed condi- 
tions. 

The question is: How can this legal liability be safely assumed 
by the state? Should citizens be permitted to sue the state (or 
its officials acting under its authority) in the regular courts, 
or should special courts be provided for this purpose? Should 
the suit be brought under the general laws of the land, or in 
accordance with special rules established for controversies of 
this character? 

England and America have answered these questions in one way; 
France, Italy, and other continental countries have answered 
them differently. Their action, in both cases, goes back to the 
fundamentals of their respective legal systems. The common law, 
upon which the jurisprudence of England and America rests, is 
peculiarly equalitarian in its ideals. It is, and always has been, 
intolerant of special privilege— especially on the part of those who 
are the agents of the government. It places upon the public official, 
be he governor, mayor, policeman, or inspector, the burden of proof 
that all his actions are fully warranted by law. No English or 
American official enjoys immunity from the jurisdiction of the 
regular courts by mere reason of the fact that he occupies a public 
office or wears a uniform. 

^ Most suits against the United States, for example, must be brought before a 
special court known as the court of claims. 
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Blit the Roman law, upon which continental European juris- The answer 
prudence is largely based, came at the matter from a different Roman Taw. 
, angle. It regarded the state as an end in itself, and the individual 

as only a means to the perfection of the great body politic. It was 
ready to sacrifice the interest of the individual if the well-being of 
the state so demanded. Salus populi est suprema lex. From this 
it naturally followed that those who served the state in an official 
capacity were entitled to special consideration in the eyes of the 
law. At any rate those countries wdiich have based their juris- 
prudence on the law of Rome do not display much patience with 
the doctrine that any citizen has the privilege of delaying or up- 
setting the work of public administration in order to get his own 
grievances redressed.^ 

^ In the common-law countries the citizen has precisely that priv- Official lia- 

ilege. In England or in America, if an individual feels aggrieved England 
at the action of a public officer he betakes himself to the ordinary 
■ courts for a warrant of arrest, or writ of mandamus, or an injunc- 

tion, or whatever the appropriate writ may be. He may ask for an 
injunction to prevent the paving of a street, the awarding of a 
contract, or the levying of a tax. He may get a w^it of mandate 
ordering the election board to put his name on the voters’ list 
or directing the building commissioner to issue him a permit. There 
are times when a group of American citizens may secure from the 
courts a decree which ties up some branch of the public business 
for weeks at a time. 

All this is in conformity with the Anglo-Saxon legal principle Equality 
that all officials save the very highest (and with certain exceptions 
which -will be presently noted) are subject to the ordinary laws of 
the land and are amenable to the jurisdiction of the regular courts. 

^ Joseph Barthelemy, in his Gouvernement de la France (Paris, 1919) argues that 
the system of administrative law was largely a spontaneous result of the French 
Revolution. The revolutionary authorities, he says, had to make attacks upon 
property and persons; the judges of the regular courts tried to protect the citizen; 

^ whereupon the government fulminated its prohibitions against them. They were 

forbidden to interfere with administrative acts. “Thus originated,” he says, “the 
unfortunate principle of .separating the administrative from the judicial authorities.” 

But the separation antedates the great upheaval of 1789. It was a logical outcome 
of two features which characterized the old regime in France, namely, the weakness 
of the courts and the overpowering strength of a centralized administration. Writ- 
ing of the French Judicial situation before 1789 Alexis de Tocqueville says that “in 
no other country were extraordinarj’' courts more extensively employed.” If France 
had possessed a sj^stcm of common law, as in England, with regular courts strongly 
entrenched, it is not probable that the system of administrative law and courts 
w^ould ever have come into being. 
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The highest officials, in turn, are subject to impeachment. If the 
ordinary officers of government do wrong, whether in their official 
or unofficial capacities, they may be haled before the regular courts 
and enjoined or penalized like anybody else. 

Both in England and in the United States, however, a public 
official is permitted to show that the wrong was not wilful, but 
occurred in the reasonable exercise of discretion given by law, in 
which case he is not held liable. And it should also be mentioned 
that there are, in both countries, certain special courts and com- 
missions (like the court of claims at Washington) which exist 
for the purpose of adjudicating claims brought by private in- 
dividuals against the government. But neither in England nor 
in the United States do the rules relating to the suability of the 
state or the public official form a separate branch of jurisprudence; 
they are part of the ordinar}^ law. Nor do the special courts and 
commissions make up a system of administrative tribimals distinct 
from the regular judiciary. The court of claims at Washington 
and the court of customs appeal are integral parts of the American 
federal judiciary.^ They have no special status by reason of the fact 
that virtually all cases coming before them are concerned with 
some act of a public official. 

The common law makes no distinction between the acts of an 
official. and those of a private citizen. In either case they must 
be acts which are legally justifiable or the doer ma}^ be prosecuted. 
Englishmen and Americans therefore make no clear separation 
between public law and private law, — the one applying to officials 
and the other to ordinary citizens. On the contrary they set great 
store on the maxim that all men are equal before the law. This 
maxim, to be sure, is not rigidly applied in every instance, and it 
would be erroneous to assert that in America the rights, duties, 
and liabilities of a public officer are determined b}^ exactly the 
same rules and presumptions of law as are those of an ordinaiy 
layman. Nevertheless the principle of equality is fairly well main- 
tained. 

But in France, and in other countries o continental Europe, the 
public officials are given a special status at law. For acts performed 
under color of their official duties they are not amenable to the 

^ At the outset the court of claims was not a regular court and its decisions had 
no mandatory effect. They were embodied in bills which went before Congress for 
approval. But later it became a regular court, and its decisions are now final unless 
an appeal is taken to the Supreme Court. 
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ordinary laws of the land nor may they be brought before the The atti- 
regular courts. If an individual believes himself to have been tYnontaV''''' 
wronged by any officiaFs bad judgment or arbitrary action he is 
entitled to seek redress, but he must seek it from special tribunals ^ence. 
which are maintained for this purpose and which apply a special 
set of administrative rules. 

It should be made clear, however, that this immunity of public A word of 
officials from the jurisdiction of the regular courts does not extend thkpSX 
'to anything done by them in a personal or non-official capacity. 

It does not even extend to acts performed in an official capacity if 
the injury results from the personal fault or personal negligence of 

the public officer. If, for example, a policeman makes an arrest in the 

course of his dut}" and in accordance with his instructions he cannot 
be sued in the ordinary courts no matter how wrongful the arrest 
may be ; but if he makes an arrest outside the course of his duty 
and in disregard of his instructions he may be dealt with like any 
private individual who lays himself open to a civil suit for assault. 

This division of jurisdiction between the regular and the admin- Is the spe- 
istrative courts in France has existed fof more than a century and 
is regarded as essential to the proper functioning of the govern- 
ment. At first glance the division seems to give the public officials ooratio? 
a privileged position, and hence to be undemocratic, for the Amer- 
ican conception of democracy is hostile to the idea of giving any- 
body a judicial status which his fellow citizens do not enjoy. But 
a moment’s reflection will bring to mind the fact that even in 
democratic America we accord to hundreds of public officials 
special privileges in the eyes of the law. 

To take a single illustration : the Constitution of the United An illustra- 
States provides that membere of Congress shall “in all cases except 
treason, felony, and breach of the peace, be privileged fi’om arrest 
during their attendance at the session . . . and for any speech or 
debate in either House they shall not be questioned in any other 
place.” The state constitutions give a similar immunity to mem- 
bers of the state legislatures. In other words they create a highly 
privileged class. If a congressman or a state legislator utters a 
slander on the floor of his legislative chamber he cannot be brought 
before the ordinary courts and penalized; he can only be disci- 
plined, if at all, by the House itself. But if you or I, plain citizens, 
were to utter the selfsame words we should promptly be dealt 
with as common malefactors. 
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“Ah, yesi^^ someone may reply, “these legislators are giyen 
a privileged status, but it is entirely Justified. The work of law- 
making GOiild not be properly carried on if the legislators were sub- 
ject to arrest on charges trumped up to embarrass them. There 
would be no freedom of debate if our lawmakers were responsible 
to any outside authority for the accuracy of their statements on 
the floor,^^ All of which is quite true. The immunity of legislators 
is essential to their independence and to the proper functioning of 
the government. 

But why should not the administrative officers of the government 
be given a like privilege? Is not their independence also a desider- 
atum? We speak of legislation and administration as coordinate 
functions in government; why then should the one be accorded a 
protection which is not given to the other? The French s^^stem of 
administrative law and administrative tribunals is based upon the 
principle that all public officials, and not legislators alone, ought 
to be given a reasonable degree of immunity from the control of 
the ordinarj?” laws, j 

Administrative law in France may therefore be defined as 
that part of the law which fixes the competence of the public 
authorities and provides the individual citizen with remedies for 
any violation of his rights by them. It is not embodied in a code, 
like the civil law. It is case-law, made up almost entirely of prec- 
edents. Some of the rules have been established by the issue of 
decrees, but in large part they have been accumulated by the 
decisions of the administrative courts, especial^ by the decisions 
of the council of state and the court of conflicts. In this respect 
it somewffiat resembles the common law which has been slowty 
built up in the regular courts by one decision after another. 

Foreign jurists have often expi^essed their admiration of French 
administrative law because it has been so carefully constructed, 
step by step, in accordance with the needs of the times. A system 
of law that has grown through the lapse of time is better than one 
which has been created de novo by the action of any parliament or 
legislature. Administrative law in France is not fixed or stereo- 
typed. It is the one great branch of the law that , has not been 
codified. If you want to know the rules of administrative law on any 
point you must study the decisions of the administrative courts, just 
as the American lawyer, when he desires to master the common law 
in any of its branches, must wade through the judicial decisions. 
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The French system of administrative law, built up in this way, 
covers a surprisingly wide range. It deals not only with the liability 
of the state and its subordinate divisions for injuries done to pri- 
vate individuals or their property, but with the rules relating to the 
validity of administrative decrees, the methods of granting re- 
dress when public officials exceed their legal authority (recours 
pour exces du pouvoir), the awarding of damages to private in- 
dividuals for injuries which result from faults of the public service, 
the distinction between official and personal acts on the part of 
public officers, and many kindred matters. 

The whole system is well-knit togeth er and liberal in its attitud e 
toward the ind ividual.} Frenclimen do not look upon it as a barrier 
to the assertion of their personal rights. On the contrary they 
regard it as a palladium of their liberties, a protection against 
arbitraiy governmental action. They are right in so regarding it, 
for it gives them a protection which otherwise they would not , 
have. v^It can now be said without possibility of contradiction 
that there is no other country in which the rights of private in- 
dividuals are so well protected against the arbitrariness, the abuses, 
and the illegal conduct of the administrative authorities, and 
where people are so sure of receiving reparation for injuries sus- 
tained on account of such conduct.^’ ^ 

The princigalUdmini^trativ^ in France are the Interdepart- 

mental councils of the prefecture and the council of state. The 
formeFarea new creation and replace the old prefectoral councils, 
of which there was one in each department. Under this new 
arrangement there are twent;^two interdepartmental councils of 
the prefecture, each serving from two to seven departments. In 
addition, the Department’ of the Seine, because of its large popu- 
lation, has a council of its own. {Each interdepartmental council 
consists of a president and four councillors, all of whom are ap- 
pointed by the national government on recommendation of the 
minister of the interior. J 

In general, the new interdepartmental councils have the same 
jurisdiction as the old councils of the prefecture. They hear 
complaints made by individuals against the actions of subordinate 
officials. They deal with controversies concerning tax assessments 
and most of the matters which come before them are of this 

Mamos W. Garner, “French Administrative Law,” in the Yale Law Journal* 
VoL XXXUi, (April, 1924), p, 599. 
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nature. Other questions over which they have jurisdictioE are 
those relating to public works (especially highways) and the 
conduct of local elections. The procedure which they follow is 
simple and entails no expense to the complainants. Each individual 
petition is referred by the council to an investigator. Then^ when 
the latter makes his report, an informal hearing is held and a 
decision promptly made. 

Parallel with the interdepartmental councils of the prefecture are 
various special administr ative cou rts, notably the educational c ouii- 
cils and the~du ncils of revisio n. The former are composed of 
educators and deal largely with complaints arising in the system of 
public instruction. The latter have to do with disputes between 
citizens and officials arising out of the enforcement of the laws re- 
lating to compulsory military service. Their importance has les- 
sened since the war. 

Appeals may be carried, in virtually all cases, from any of these 
lower administrative courts to the council of state, or, more ac- 
curately to that branch of the council of state which acts as a 
superior administrative court. Appeals are frequent, and they often 
result in a reversal of the lower decisions. The council of state is a 
■; large body, made up of two elements, political and non-political. 

; Controversies concerning matters of administrative law, however, 

' are heard and determined by a section of the council which consists 
'of thirty-five non-political members, or conseillers en service or- 
^dinaire, as they are called. These councillors are men of high legal 
attainment and do their work in masterful fashion. On the roll of 
conseillers one may find the names of many eminent jurists, men 
worthy to sit on any tribunal however high. 

The council of state, says an American writer, occupies a place 
in the public esteem and confidence of the French wliich is even 
higher than, that which the Supreme Court enjoys among the 
American people.’^ ^ This is because its decisions have consistently 
! shown an aim to guard the rights and interests of the whole citizen- 
, ship against encroachment by the public authorities. It has deemed 
Ino cause too trivial for its attention, when some substantial right 
of the individual citizen appears to have been infringed.- Thus 

1 James W, Garner, “French Administrative Law,” in Yale Laio Journal, Voi. 
XXXni (April, m24), p. 599. 

2 Barthelemy cites as an illustration the case of a general council (see hdoio, p. 561) 
in one of the departments which offered a small bounty for every poisonous snake 
killed during the year. It appropriated a sum to pay these bounties, but the re- 
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it has become a great buffer between the public and the bu- ' 
reaiierat. 

The council of state, every week in the year, grants redress to Value of its 
French citizens which no American could obtain from the regular * 
courts of his own country. Time and again it has held that the 
individual who suffers loss through the negligence of the police is 
entitled to compensation from the public treasury. It has ruled 
that persons injured through the collapse of a building owned by the 
government (and used for purely public purposes) must be compen- 
sated. In a word it holds that the state must pay for w^hatever dam- 
age its officers cause, through their official malfeasance or negligence, 
just as an3q3rivate employer must make good the torts of his agents. 

Those wdio are familiar with the principles of public liability as French and 
applied in the regular courts of the United States need not be told j^^lods^of 
that no such generosity of redress exists in this countiy. An Ameri- redress to 

T 1 .T - . . , - _ the citizen 

can City assumes no liabiiity for injuries caused to the property of compared, 
its citizens by the negligence of policemen, firemen, or health offi- 
cers. You can sue the policeman in the regular courts (for all the 
good that it will usually do you), but the courts will award you 
no damages against the city which employs him. In the United 
States we take refuge behind the legal sophism that the sovereign 
state can do no wu*ong and hence cannot be held liable for the way 
in which ite governmental functions are exercised. The Frenchl 
method of dealing with such matters may seem to offend the shib-| ^ 
boleth of legal equality, but it unquestionably renders more justice “ 
to the common man. For it is better to sue in a special court, underl 
special rules of lawq and get real redress than to have the empty^yi^ 
privilege of taking your grievance before the regular courts where ? 
you are likely to get nothing. 

The council of state deals with several thousand cases eveiy ^^^ear. Simplicity 
They range in importance from controversies over the boundaries dr?proce-^ 
of a village cemetery to the annulment of a presidential decree. 

{jhere is no w^ay in which _acts of the p ublic authorities can escape 
the surveillance of thi s administrative court if any citizen chooses 
to call the act in ques tion ^ He may do this, moreover, with very 
little trouble and expense to himself. Formalities and fees are at a 

sultant suake-kiiling far exceeded the expectations, and the appropriation proved 
inadequate. Whereupon the prefect naturally declined to pay any more rewards 
after the money w’as exhausted. Bo the council of state "was petitioned for redress 
and it decreed that the authorities must live up to their original offer, no matter 
what it might cost them to do so. 
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minimum. All the aggrieved individual need do is to present a 
petition on a stamped form, the cost of which is small, and even 
this is reimbursed if he wins his case. So anybody who has a griev- 
ance relating to officialdom can have it gone into by one of the 
investigators whom the council employs for the purpose. A better 
safety-valve for the malcontents would be hard to devise. 

This facility with which individual grievances can be brought 
before the council of state is not without its disadvantages. It gives 
the council an enormous number of grievances to investigate, and 
the complaint is made that the calendar has now become badty 
congested. A special effort has been made to expedite business, but 
the cases keep piling up and it seems to be only a matter of time 
until the accumulation will compel some change in the present 
arrangements, either by enlarging the council or by placing some 
limitation upon the ease with which grievances maybe laid before it. 

It has been mentioned that no court in France has power to de- 
clare unconstitutional a law passed by the two chambers. But this 
immunity from judicial veto does not apply to ordinances and de- 
crees — not even where they are issued as a means of applying the 
provisions of a law. Such decrees can be annulled, no matter what 
their nature, or how lofty the personage issuing them. And it has 
been pointed out that a large portion of what we call ^‘ lawmaking 
authority^’ is exercised in France by the issue of these ordinances 
and administrative decrees. The council of state may also annul 
the action of any subordinate lawmaking body, such as a general 
council or a municipal council, if it finds such action to be outside 
the scope of their authority.^ National laws are alone exempt. 

In addition to this form of annulment the ordinary courts may 
decline to enforce any ordinance or decree on the ground that it is 
out of conformity with the general laws, or defective in form, or in 
violation of the fundamental rights of French citizens. The regular 
courts do not formally declare such decrees to be invalid but merely 
decline to enforce them. If, for example, an individual is brought 
before a court for violating a municipal ordinance and raises an 
exception to its legality, the judges may, if they see fit, sustain 
the exception and dismiss the charge. But this is not commonly 
done. The regular courts are in the habit of upholding a decree until 
the council of state rules adversely upon it. 

When the coimcil of state invalidates a decree or ordinance it does 
not ordinarily av/ard damages to anyone who has suffered injury by 
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reason of the attempted exch du 'powoir, but its action permits the 
injured person to bring an action for damages. This he often does 
and obtains an award. In the United States no redress can be had 
from the courts in such cases. If an American city council, for exam- 
ple, enacts an ordinance which is beyond the scope of its power, or 
is otherwise illegal, the courts will quash the ordinance; but they 
will not usually hold the city liable for any injury that ma}^ have 
resulted in the meantime. So, here again, the French citizen is 
better off by reason of his system of administrative jurisdiction. 

It has !3een said that the council of state can annul any decree 
by whomsoever issued. But there are certain actions of the Presi- ciFs power, 
dent, taken on the advice of his ministers, which are not held to be 
decrees in this sense — acies de gouvernement, thej?- are called, to dis- 
tinguish theni from ordinary presidential decrees or reglements 
d' administration. The former are deemed to be political in char- 
acter, the latter administrative; but the exact line of demarcation 
between the two is not altogether clear, even to the experts. A 
presidential decree setting forth the methods of taking a census 
would obviously be an administrative act and hence subject to 
invalidation; but a decree dissolving the Chamber of Deputies 
would just as clearly be a political act and hence not open to re- 
view. The tendency of the council of state has been to broaden 
the categoiy of administrative decrees until, at present, almost all 
the actions of the President are held to be performed in his ad- 
ministrative capacit}". Acifes de goiwernemeyit are now uncommon, 
save during national emergencies. 

The administrative courts may invalidate decrees and ordinances 
on a variety of grounds. The most common among these is the aWmenT 
annulment for exch de pouvoiTj or, as we commonly express it, 
for being ultra vires (i.e., be 3 ’-ond the legal authority) of the official 
or council issuing it. Decrees and ordinances may also be voided 
for what the French administrative courts call a misuse of power 
(detournement de pouvoii^). In such cases the authority of the official 
to issue the decree is not questioned, but the manner of his exer- 
cising the authority is attacked.^ Annulment may also take place 

^ For example, where the President of the Republic has dissolved a municipal 
council, on the advice of the minister of the interior, ostensibly because it was 
irrosularly elected but in reality because it has quarreled with the prefect. The 
municipal code clearly empowers the i^resident to issue a decree of dissolution, so 
that tliere is no exers eje fMumir; but there is a misuse of power if the dissolution 
appears to have Ijecn ordered on political or personal grounds. 
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for irregularity in the form of the decree and on various other 
grounds. Any citizen who has an interest in the voiding of an ad- 
ministrative act, even a very remote and general interest, may 
bring the matter before the council of state. It is not necessary for 
him to show, as is frequently the case in English and American 
courts, that he has a direct and substantial interest at stake. 

France is a republic with a highly centralized administration. 
Everything, as will be shown in the next chapter, heads up into the 
form of a pyramid. If her public officials were as free from judicial 
control as they are in England and America there would undoubt- 
edly be a great deal of arbiter}^ action. The system of administra- 
tive law and administrative courts is a counterpoise to centraliza- 
tion. Something of the sort is bound to develop in any country if 
the government extends the scope of its functions too widely and 
accumulates too many responsibilities. Wider functions necessitate 
the employment of more officials, and where the government is 
highly centralized the subordinate officials in this vast arm}^ of 
civil functionaries must inevitably keep getting farther and farther 
away from the ultimate seat of power. 

In the United States we have had a striking illustration of this 
during recent years, since the national government assumed the 
function of enforcing prohibition. Thousands of agents have been 
appointed to do this work; they have been given large discretion 
and authority; many of them function at long distances from the 
na^'nnal capital; and in numberless cases they have not scrupled to 
set a"t naught the rights of the citizen as guaranteed to him by the 
constitution. Many of them seem to think that it is entirely proper 
to enforce the Eighteenth Amendment by violating the Fifth. 

The regular courts of the United States have endeavored to 
protect the citizen’s constitutional immunity from unauthorized 
searches, seizures, arrests, confiscations, and shootings; but not 
always with success. They have shown themselves able to afford 
no such measure of protection as the council of state provides in 
France. By their very impotence they have demonstrated, indeed, 
that if the process of federal centralization continues to make head- 
way in the United States we shall be forced to provide some new 
agencies of protection against the horde of inspectorial officers 
who will ultimately roam the land. The best way to forestall the 
need of something like the French system is to keep administration 
decentralized. 
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With two sets of courts operating in France, there must be at 
times a conflict of jurisdiction. In America there is one Supreme 
Court which has the last word in controversies both ordinary and 
administrative. In France there are two — the court of cassation 
which is the tribunal of last resort in all ordinary cases (both civil 
and criminal), and the council of state which is supreme in ail 
administrative controversies.^ Neither of these two courts is 
superior to the other; each is supreme within its own sphere. 

What happens, then, when these two supreme tribunals disagree? 
To settle such disagreements there is a court of conflicts composed 
of nine members, namely, the minister of justice ex officio, three 
judges delegated by the court of cassation, three by the council 
of state, and two other persons chosen by the foregoing seven. 
In addition there are two substitute members elected by the whole 
court. All, with the exception of the minister of justice, are named 
for a three-year term, but the membership is veiy rarely changed.^ 
If the ordinary and administrative courts cannot agree as to which 
shall have jurisdiction in any case the matter goes to this arbitral 
court for jurisdiction. But they do not disagree very often, as is 
proved by the fact that the court of conflicts does not have more 
than a half-dozen cases to handle each year. 


Standard works on this subject are Honore Berthelemy, Traite element 
taire de droit administratif (Stii edition, Paris, 1920) and the same 
author^s supplementary volume on Aes reformes de 1926 (Paris, 1927); 
Maurice Hauriou, Precis de droit admmistratif (lOtli edition, Paris, 1921); 
Gaston Jeze, Prmci'pes generaux du droit admmistratif (3 vols., Paris, 1925- 
1930) ; and Henri Chardon, Uadmimstration de la France (Paris, 1908). The 
] 3 est-known brief manual is the Petit precis Dalloz de droit adimnistratif 
(Paris, 1926). A recent volume of considerable interest is Raphael Alibert, 
Le contrdle jurisdlctiomiel de V administration aii moijen du recours pour exces 
de pouvoir (Paris, 1926). See also the volume by Paul Duez on La respon- 
sohilite de la puissance puhlique (Paris, 1927). The organization and powers 
of the council of state are explained in R. Bmgeve's Comeil diEtat (Paris, 
1910) . Mention should be made of the classic chapter on administrative law 

^ The Senate, as has already been mentioned, is a high court of justice with final 
Jurisdiction in impeachments. 

2 The minister of justice, while entitled to preside, does not usually do so; the 
remaining eight members choose one of their own number to preside. In the case 
of a tie-vote, however, the minister of justice is called in to make the decision. This 
has happened only four times since the establishment of the Third Republic. 
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m A. V. Dicey Law of the Co^istituHon, and of Leon Duguit^s Law in the 
Modern State (New York, 1919). The latest and best brief survey of the 
subject is Professor Garner’s discussion above cited (p. 544), but attention 
should also be called to Leon Duguit’s article on The French Administra- 
tive Courts” in the Political Science Quarterlij^ VoL XXIX, pp. 385-407. 



CHAPTER XXIX 


LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Local institutions constitute the strength of free nations. A nation may 
establish a system of free government, but without municipal institutions it 
cannot have the spirit of liberty . — Alexis de Tocqueville. 

It is one of the laws of political dynamics that governments Thetenac- 
develop greater stability in their lower than in their upper com- iStituSmis. 
partments. Their specific gravity varies directly with depth. 

Hence, when revolutions occur, they usually begin at the top and 
transform the national government. They may also modify gov- 
ernment in the middle, that is, in the states or provinces, districts 
and, cities. But rarely do they have much effect upon government! 
at the bottom — in rural hamlets, villages, and towns. 1 

Those who desire illustrations of this law in history will find So^me mus- 
plenty of them. The English civil war, for example, although it this, 
momentarily changed England from a monarchy to a republic, 
made no changes in the government of the English boroughs or 
parishes. The American Revolution did not change the govern- 
ment of the New England town or the Virginia county. The col- 
lapse of the Gennan empire in 1918 did not bring about a general 
refasliioning of government in the small German cities or in the 
rural Kreise, It takes a tremendous overturn, like the French 
Revolution of 1789, or the Russian Revolution of 1917, to cany the 
process of reorganization down into the areas of local administra-^ 
tion. Local institutions have a superior tenacity because they are 1 
usually the product of a lo ng evo lution— because they have been 
moulded to the needs of the. people and hav e bec ome an integral 
part of the common life. 

Qn France the structure of the national govermnent has been 
changed several times during the past hundred and fifty year^ tutions in 
There have been citizen kings and cotton- wool emperors, cata-| 
pulted on and off their thrones by coup d’etats and little revolu- 
tions, some of which transformed the spirit as well as the forms of 
govermnent in the nation, ^ut in no case did these upsets alter the 
^stem of local government^ The government of the French de- 
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j partmeat, arrondissement, and commune remains to-day, in all 
I essentials, Just as the First Emperor left it. There have been 
many alterations in its actual work ings, of course, and as a system 
of local adm inistration it is mo re dem ocratic than it was in 1815, 
or even in 1870. But in broad and all^rvadlng - characteristic^^ 
there has been no change at all. Surely a scheme of local govern- 
ment which has withstood so many shocks must have a great deal 
of merit and vitality. 

Unquestionably it has both merit and vitali ty Among schemes 
of centralized local government the French have builded better 
than they knew. Their system is peculiarly suited to the needs of 
muntry in which the national government finds it necessary to 


retain close control over the local authorities. 


Centralization is the 
All 


T | essence of this system, centralization raised to the n^u^ power. 

. It is a system that can 
be charted in the form of a perfect pyramid. 



home rule in "^^is perfect Convergence of supervision means that in France 
France. there is no recognition of the principle that every city and county 
I has a self-evident right to conduct its own affairs in its own way, 
I free from rigid supervision by the central authorities. M^ici^al 
I home rule has no place in French political philosophy, France is 

I a^htr a!i^eB"*l*epuM liJ WTespe^^ government. 

\'fiiere is no divMon’Wlpower¥*^^ and its com- 

ponent parts. There are no concurrent spheres of governmental 
authority. The French republic is not a federation of eighty-nine 
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departments; it is a unitary state which has been mapped off into 
eighty-nine departments for the more convenient performance of 

governmental functions. Tte depa r tments, in their tu rn, liOTe 

been subdivick^^ into arrondissemente, but the divisions and the 
subdivisions are alike mere creatures of The nation ; they have no 
inherent powers. The minister of the interior at Paris presses a j 
button— the prefects, subprefects, and mayors do the rest. All 
the wires run to Paris. 

ij^jkigland, during the nineteenth century, exercised a great influ- 
ence upon the development of national institutions throughout the 
world. Every national government from Japan to Belgium paid 
homage to the English example. But Franc e, to an almost equal 
degree, has demonstrated her leadership in "the field hi local goxs, 
emmehf “ffillbst' everywhere. Her scEeme of prefects and sub- 
prSects has spread to the farthest corners of the ear th.\ One finds 
it, very little changed, in Italy, Spain, Portugal, Belgium, Poland, 
Holland, Greece, and in the Balkan States. With various adapta- 
tions it is functioning in the Far East, in the Near East, and in the 
countries of Latin America. 

Outside the English-speaking countries, therefore, the influence 
of France upon sj^stems of local administration has been far reach- 
ing and profound.^ Ii)ven in English-speaking countries the drift 
is steadily toward a greater recognition of those principles on which 

S French system of local government rests — uniformly, pr o- 
onalisin, paternalis m, cch ti51IzlS£nT Holffi'England and the 
i^iTEIalei^Save travelled far in all four directions during the 
past fifty years, and they are likely to keep on doing so. It is ap- 
propriate, therefore, that students of comparative government 
should be told something about the circumstances under which 
this scheme of local organization was devised, and should appreciate 
the qualities which have given it a world-wide vogue. 

Until after the Paris mobs stormed the Bastile on July 14, 1789, 
there was no system of local government in France, although the 
country w^as divided into provinces which had at one time enjoyed 
a considerable measure oTpoHMcallndependence. With the growth 
of the royal power the political importance of these provinces had 
dwindled to almost nothing. The chief administrative district in 
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^ The two greatest contributions of France to the science of government are her 
Code Civil and her scheme of centralized local government. Both, it should be noted, 
were the work of the first Napoleon. 
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France was the giniraUtej over which ruled an intendant appointed 
by the king and respohsible to him alone. The monarch spoke^ 
and the intendant translated his words into action. Each intendant 
went about his district ordering, supervising, and controlling all 
matters of administration, justice, police, and finance. But there 
was no uniformity in the work of these officials, hence the character 
of the administration varied from one domain to another. They 
were all bureaucrats, however, and loyal to the interests of the 
king. 

Within the gen4ralites there were smaller administrative areas 
known as communes, more than 40,000 of them, ranging from little 
hamlets to large cities and towns. During the middle ages these 
communes had secured and maintained their right to self-deter- 
mination, but during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries their 
municipal freedom was gradually curtailed until it vanished alto- 
gether. The monarchy, as it gained in strength, deprived the 
communes of the right to elect their own local officers and installed 
royal officials in their stead. This was done by different kings, 
however, and under a variety of circumstances, so that there was 
the greatest possible diversity in the methods of communal govern- 
ment. No two communes, indeed, were governed exactly alike; 
in some of them the local offices were sold by the crown to the 
highest bidder, in some they were made hereditary, in some the 
king appointed the incumbents for short terms. In only one respect 
was local government uniform before the Revolution, namely, in 
the complete absence of popular control over any branch of it. 

Now the Revolution changed all this in short order. First the 
Revolutionary assembly issued a decree which abolished the ge- 
neralites and divided France into eighty-three departments,^ It fur- 
ther provided for the division of each department into arrondisse- 
ments, and for the division of these, again, into cantons. Within 
each canton the commune was to be the smallest area of local 
government. 

Here was a scheme of geographical divisions made with a pencil 
and ruler, a whole nation plotted out just as a real estate promoter 
would do it, disregarding all considerations of history and senti- 
ment, Save in the case of the communes all the new divisions were 
arbitrary creations, without local traditions, and often without in- 

1 This number was increased to 89 in 1815, then reduced to 86 in 1871, and again 
increased to 89 in 1918. 
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lerent unity. In all of them, the commune included, the whole 
government was placed by the decree of 1789 upon an elective basis. 
Every ofEcial— in depar tment, arrondissement^ canton, and com - 
mu ne alike — was to be chosen by manhood .suffrage. And the cen- 
tral authorities were to keep their hands off. The decree made no 
provision for the exercise of central control from Paris. The Revolu- 
tionary assembly imagined that local democracy could be inau- 
gurated and made to function by the issue of a general order. 

Now history has proved on many occasions that you can no more 
give self-government to a nation than you can ^^give’^ character to 
an individual. Both have got to be earned, acquired, developed, 
and guarded with eternal vigilance. The decree of 1789 affords a 
good illustration of a triumphant demos running amuck. The 
assembly went too far and too fast. The French people were not 
prepared for so great and so sudden a change. Hence, as it turned 
out, they were unable to use their new freedom in a sober and 
judicious way. Abuses developed on eveiy hand; onerous taxes 
were imposed by the newdy-elected governments; the public money 
was spent wastefully; the communes ran into debt; the local policy 
could not maintain order or enforce the law’^s, and the guillotines 
woihed overtime. These abuses were so widespread, and menaced 
the public security in such a way that the national authorities 
decided to stiffen their control once more. 

This they did in 1795 when the Revolution entered its second 
and more orderly stage. The principle of popular election w^as re- 
tained, but the local officers were brought under the supervision of 
a directory at Paris. A few years later, when Napoleon Bonaparte 
came into power, he carried the process of centralization a step 
farther by providing that all local officers should be appointed, 
not elected. Napoleon’s action (1800) took out of the system most 
of the democracy and self-determination that the Revolution had 
put into it. So long as he remained in power there was no more 
local home rule in France than there had been under the Bourbons 
prior to 1789. Thus did revolution produce reaction, as it always 

From 1800 to the present time the French system of local govern- 
ment has been made somewhat more democratic by republics and 
somewhat less democratic by kings. But the centralization which 
Napoleon established has never been~ gre¥fly"r3E^^ 
after sixty years of goveimraeiit descrip- 


Why it 
failed. 


3. The re- 
action of 
1795 and 
the Napo- 
leonic alter- 
ations. 


4. Since 
1800. 


556 


THE FRENCH REPUBLIC 


Areas of 
local gov- 
ernment: 


The depart- 
ments. 


The execu- 
tive head of 
the depart- 
ment. / 


The prefect. 


Bcmovals 
and trans- 
fers. 


tion of French local government; written in 1875, would pass 
muster as tolerably accurate to-day. France has tried no radical 
experiments in this field during the intervening half century. 

(Theie are eighty-nine departments in France3 These areas 
retain the boundaries given to them in 1789, which means that^hey 
are irregular in shape, size, and population^ A map of the French 
ft- departments looks like a jig-saw puzzle. (Alost of them are named 
after some river, mountain, or other geographical featur^thus 
the Depailiment of the Seine, of the Rhone, of the Loire, of the 
Gironde, of the Alpes-Maritimes, and so forth. The Department of 
the Seine (which includes Paris) is the smallest in area but the 
largest in population. The French departments bear no resem- 
blance to the states of the American Union. ^Geographically, and 
in political status, they more nearly resemble the administrative 
counties of England^ Being arbitrary divisions they had at the 
outset ver 3 ' little self-consciousness, but during the past hundred 
and thirty-five years they have managed to develop a considerable 
amount of it. The department has now become a ‘Tiistorio^^ unit 
in France, with some homogeneity of interest. Modern methods of 
communication have naturally made it, in effect, a much smaller 
division than it was in Napoleon’s time, 
i- (The executive head of the department is an official known as 
t- yrfie prefect.^ He is appointed by the President of the Republic 
on the recommendation of the minister of the interior, and may be 
transferred or removed by these higher authorities at any time. 
2 t. As a rule the post is filled by the promotion of someone from the 
lower ranks of the administrative service.} Prefects are frequently 
appointed to the less important departments from among the 
senior subprefects of arrondissements; then they are moved by 
promotion from one department to another. But the minister may 
make his selections from any quarter that suits him. There are no 
limits on his range of choice. ^Technical competence is not the 
t prime quality desired, but obedience, tact, and ability to carry out 
' the policy of the government!} 

A prefect may be removed by the President but absolute dis- 
missals are rare. When the government desires to be rid of an in- 
convenient prefect it usually transfers him to some other post. Or 
it puts him on the unattache d” list, where he draws a salary but 

v^‘*^This title, like that of consul, was borrowed from ancient B.ome, in which there 
yrcfectm urhi who served as the emperor’s right-hand man. 
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has no prefectoral duties^ The prefect, in 'short, is the political 
head of certain technical services. a nd^M s,.]^ mateefTor 

determination hy the ministry which he serves. When a new min- , 
istry comes into power there are sometimes a good many transfers. 

CEvery department has its capital or chief town, with an imposing The pre- 
structure known as. the prefecture.£| Above its main doorway is qwte^' 
emblazoned the ubiquitous Liberie, Egalite, FraterniU; and from 
its flagstaff floats the tricolor. '\In this building the prefect has his 
residence and his, offices. Here, also, are the offices of the pre- 
fectoral staff, which consists of the prefect's confidential assistant 
{chef dll cabinet), his secretary^eneral, and various other high 
functionaries. All are appointed by the authorities at Paris. In 
addition there are various directors'^of divisions and bureaus, to- 
gether with a host of clerks and other emplo^’^ees. The laws regu- 
late the method b}^ which all these subordinate officials are chosen, 
and they also prescribe the technical qualifications in each case. 

There is no spoils sys tem, as we have had it in the United States, 
for the general qualifications are such that the ordinary political 
henchman cannot fulfill the legal requirements. As a rule the higher 
positions are filled by promotion from below, and although politi- 
cal influence counts for a good deal in determining these promo- 
tions, it is by no means the chief consignation. 

CEhe prefect occupies a dual position. He is primariljn- the local His dual 
agent of the central authofities at Paris; he is also the executive 
head of his department. Powers and duties accrue to him in both 
capacities^ ^s the ag ent of the central government he is respoiisi- ^ 
ble for the proniulgaSon^^T'enforcenien’t blithe nation^ law^s 
within hS department. Helms cEafge of tlTeyanous public services 
in so far as they operate within his jurisdiction — ^main highways, ' 
bridges, jails, poorhouses, and hospitals, together with certain 
phases of public health and sanitary work, education, the raising 
of recruits for the army, the taking of the census, the maintenance 
of public order, the tobacco monopol^q censorship, — the list, if 
given in full, would cover a whole page. On be half of the nat ional 

government he appoMts a large num ber .oU.offidals..Jn 

school teacliCTS, postmasters and postmen, collectors of taxes, and 
sanitaiy inspectors. In the exercise of this appointing power his 
discretion is greatly limited by the provisions of kws and decrees 

^ In the Department of the Seine (Paris) it is known as the Hotel de Ville. This 
department, as will be explained later, has two prefects. 
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which fix the qualifications of the appointees; but he has some dis- 
cretion, and in the exercise of it is usually influenced by the recom- 
mendations of senators and deputies^} 

Supervis 9 r rTlic prefect is also entrusted with the function of keeping a 
plPadinin- watcliful eye on the government of the communes or towns. The 
istration. annuaVf)iidgets of these municipalities must be submitted to him 
for approval; he appoints some of thelr“"6fficers; he can even sus- 
pend a mayor or a. municipal council for cause.^ He may issue 
orders to the mayor of a commune on any matter connected with 
municipal police k^ministration^ In most of this -work the prefect 
" is governed by instructions which come to him from the ministry 
of the interior, or, in some cases, from one of the other ministries. 
Usually these instructions are detailed and explicit in character, 
for in matters of nation-wide concern it is desirable that all the 
prefects should act alike. But as respects the special problems 
which arise from time to time in his own department the prefect 
is generally permitted to use his discretion. The range of this dis- 
cretion is gradually growing smaller, however, because the prefect 
can alw^ays get into touch with the ministry by long distance tele- 
phone, and he is expected to do this whenever he is in doubt. 
Prefects nowadays do very little on their own responsibility. 

His political local agent of the national government fe P r efet is als o 
activities. ^ politician, and usuffl^^HFery act ive one. It is so metim es s^l 
thaUthe first qua lifi ca^ n^rf go^ prefect i^his^cill as a vote- 
getter;~mQ t for himself but for the supporters of the minlsti^ in 
the ChamberJ^At every election^Eis Hand is in evi3^ci^ He has 
no scruples about using Uie“exTensrve powers of his office, and such 
patronage as he has, for the benefit of his political friends. When 
his own side loses the election he expects a demotion (and usually 
his expectations are fulfilled) ; when it wins he counts on a move 
upward — a transfer to a more important department. This active 
participation in politics has made the prefect’s position far more 
difficult than it would be if he were permitted to maintain a strict 
neutrality; buk|prefectoral electioneering has become traditionar^r 
in Franc e^and some"'writers--b^ French govUfnmenUISvUe^ 
the conviction that the only practicable way to make the prefect’s 
office non-political is to abolish it altogether. 

CTo understand this curious combination of adminis tration and 
bossisiiL it is necessary to bear in mind that Napoleon createff tS^ 

^ Subject to a review of his action by the council of state. See above^ p. 544. 
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prefect in his own imageTJHe desired to have, in every department, 
an underling on whom he could rely, who would not stop to ask the 
reasons for an imperial command. IThese prefects^were ,to b e th e 
doers of his will, not the keepers of his ,conscience_^ Naturally, 
when this system was geared 'to a republican scheme of govern- 
ment. it jolted considerably, and it continues to jolt. For the 
prefect is no longer the missus dommicus of an emperor whose au- 
tliorit}?* passes unquestioned; he is the agent of a minister whose 
precarious tenure of office depends on the caprice of the deputies. 

The deputy, therefore, has usurped the post of command. When 
the minister pulls the throttle or applies the brakes it is because 
the deputy has nudged his elbow. The ministerial deputies from a 
department insist on having a prefect who is acceptable to them, 
and the minister will usuall}^ make a transfer when they insist upon 
it. And having installed the right man in the prefecture these 
deputies then make him repay his obligation by dispensing favors 
to them and their friends. So the prefect, as one writer puts it, is 
continually playing see-saw, not knowing when to stand fast in the 
line of his official duty and when to give way in the interest of good 
politics. 

tAs executive head of his department the prefect prepares all 
bifein^riorlEIi^“pnCTaTTOTOn!t^^^^^^^ as will be indicated 

presently, is the elective legislafure of the department, but it is 
forbidden to deal with any matter which has not been laid before 
it by the prefect. The latter, in this connection, is more than a\ 
prime minister, for he has the sole li^Kt of i nitiative . To the gen- 
eral council he submits each year aTbudget of proposed local ex- 
penditures and this budget is passed with such changes as the 
council may decide to make. But the appro^pnations, after they 
are made, stand wholl,y within the prefect’s control; the council 
has no share in spending them. 

various other matters the general council may pass resolu- 
tions and these, if they are wdthin the law, the prefect carries into 
effect. But the council no more controls the prefect in France than 
the legislature controls the governor in any of the American stated 
In both cases it is desirable that the executive shall work in har- 
mony with the legislature, because the latter controls the appropria- 
tions; but this does not mean that the executive occupies a depend- 
ent position. [The general council cannot remove a prefect, or 
reduce his salary, or curtail his powers. When the two come into 
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' ■ conflict^ as they sometimes do, the deadlock is solved by an appeal 
. to Paris. ' The President of the Republic, on the advice of the min- 
ister 'of the interior, has power to dissolve the general council and 
to order a new election. Or, if the fault seems to lie with the pre- 
fect,. he can transfer this official to some other department^ 

Importance :'’'{The prefecture as. an institution is one of great importance in 
feG^a oEce. iPrance, because the entire system of local government 'is clearly' 
^■^.pivoted on itpTts technical mechanism runs with the precision of 
an aiiplane motor. Cabinets at Pa.ris flit in and out o^office; min- 
isters abide their destined hour and go their wa}^; but| the prefects , 
■'and their subordinate officers maintain the whole aclminist.ration as 
a going concern. France might change from a republic to an empire 
with very little effect upon the life of the average citizen; but let 
the eighty-nine prefectures be abolished and the bottom would 
drop out of the countr^ 

What he ^^Just get yourseff ".Dorn^^ Fraiice^^^^^ is, and the 

yom .prefec rmTrHoTEe^ Yes, the prefect or Eis'subbfdmal^'w^^^ 
a birth certificate (acte de naissance); the}?' will certify 
you for admission to school, guard you in person, property, and 
health, grant you permission to marry, — they will even perform 
the civil marriage ceremony. They will tell you when your turn 
comes to serve in the army, count you in the census, enroll you as 
a voter, take care of you if you become sick or insane, and issue 
the burial permit when you die. Even more, they will buiy you, for 
the ponipes funebres are conducted by the public authorities. 

! The prefect kihelittleiat her of his people, the central %ure in thi^ 

I seamless we b of administrative paternalism. The billboards every- 
' where are plastered with his white afficlies^ his decrees which regu- 
late all manner of things from the size of city budgets to the price 
of cigarettes. Nothing seems too inconsequential for a prefect’s 
decree. They fly from his pen like sparks from a blacksmith’s amdL 
He is as omnipresent as Providenc e — and his waj^'s are sometimes 
^inscrutable. 

The pre- FroS'alTTSis one may conclude, and rightly, that although the 
tec^ s wor- g0^g ^ salary of from eighty to a hundred thousand francs 

a year, he earns every sou of it.^ The office is one of high prestige 
and social position; deservedly so, for a successful prefect is no 
ordinary man. It is not merely that his functions are multifarious. 


The pre- 
fect's wor- 


^ Prefects are also entitled to retire on a pension after reaching the age of sixty 
provided at least thirty years have been spent in the government service. 
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Most of the details he can refer, to his subordinates. The difEcuIty 
lies in the endless variety of , the, interests, with which ,he has to ..deall; 
Ministers, senators, deputies, subprefects, mayors,, and (not , least) 
the general public all look to him, for .actions which will keep 
them happy. 

For fifty-five years , the Third Republic has been trying to har- 
monize the outward forms of local self-government, as embodied in 
an elective council, with that spirit of rigorous centralization 
which is enshrined in the prefect's office. By so doing it has de- 
veloped a situation in which the prefect must go through gestures of 
deference to public opinion while actually defying it in accordance 
with instructions from Paris. It is small wonder that, though striv- 
ing hard, he often fails to satisfy anybody. He is j,^1mffer betw^n 
the buiyaucracy^a^ ^ t he crow d, and^the shocks come to 
both directi^^^ ‘‘ The agent of the government,’’ says Hanotaux, 
“and the tool of a party, he is also the representative of an area 
which he administers, tie must remain impartial, foresee diffi- 
culties and disputes, remove or mitigate them, conduct affairs 
easily and quickly, avoid giving offence, show the greatest dis- 
cretion, prudence and reserve, — and yet always be a cheerful, open, 
and good fellow; he must be alwa^^s accessible, speak freely, and 
be neither affected nor churlish; ... he must pay attention to 
and conciliate all the opinions, interests, and jealousies which rage 
around him.” ^ A rather stiff set of specifications for anyone to 
fulfill, one would think. 

^jThe general council of the departrnent is made up of councillors 
who are elected for a term of six j^ears, one-half of them retiring 
triennially. The voting qualifications are the same as at national 
eleetionsj The largest general council (with the exception of the 
Department of the Seine) has sixty-seven members; the smallest 
has only seventeen. This is because each canton elects one council- 
lor, and the number of cantons is not the same in all the depart- 
nients. fThe general council meets regularly twice a year at the 
chief to^ii of the department, but may be called in special session 
when necessary. When the council is not in session it leaves an 
executive committee or departmental commission to exercise 
routine functions on its behalf. This commission is required 

^ Gabriel Hanotaux, L'Energie frangaise, pp. 129-131. 

^ In the Department of the Seine the general council is made up of the municipal 
council of Paris, which has eighty members, together with six members from cantons 
within the department but outside the city. 
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to' meet at least every month but it sits in almost ■ continuous 
'session^ 

In" a^broad way the general council serves as the legislature of the 
depa^rtment. It has-ufiuch to do'‘with'the regulations relating to poor 
relief, public buildings, and, most provocative of all, the tiaffic 
rules. But its legislative powers are narrow for three reasons, 
first, because nearly all important matters are dealt with by 
national decrees; second, because the general council is forbidden 
to take up any ^^politic^questions^^ (a term which has been given 
a very broad interpretaCion), and third, because its actions may be 
overruled by the centr^authorities at Paris. In addition, as has 
been pointed out, no matter can be taken up by the coimcil except 
on the prefect's inhjative. 

'^0 the chief function of the general council is to vote the annual 
budget of the department.^ This budget is tentatively prepared in 
the office of the prefect and submitted to the council at one of its 
regular sessions. It is then discussed, item by item, and changes 
may be made in it by majority vote of the council, but such changes 
are subject to veto by the national government. When the budget 
has been finally approved, the coimcil figures. out the aihount of 
revenue needed. Then it apporlKons among the various arrondisse- 
ments the sums of money required to cover the total expenditure. 
|rhe council is also supposed to examine the accounts of the pre- 
fecture but this task it invariably refers to a committee^ A few 
dthef powers belong to the council, particularly with reference to 
main highways, bridges, franchises, and public institutions. OFith 
actual administration the council has nothing to do, but various 
questions of administrative policy are submitted to it by the prefect 
from time to tim^^inally, the members of the general council (as 
elsewhere pointedmut) constitute a section of the electoral college 
which chooses the senators from the clepartment.:l\ 

French writers often lay stress on the fact that the department 
is not a mere administrative district but an area with a corporate 
personality, with the right to sue and be sued, to hold property, 
and to make contracts. That is quite true, but it does not alter the 
much more important fact that thp French department enjoys not 
even a small modicum of honM rule. It has no rights that the 

^ The budget provides funds for the maintenance of the prefectures, the court 
houses, the prisons, and other institutions of correction, besides various roads and 

■■'..■.bridges;''' ,■■■.. ■ 

2 Above, p. 439. 
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national parliament ca:^iot take away. Its officers liave^no, final 
aiithority. It has much less home mle than an American county. 

It has the forms of self-determination, that is all. Its people elect 
the members of the general council, but this body does not control 
the executive branch of departmental government. The principle of ■ 
executive responsibility has not been extended to local' gbyernment y ' 
in France as it iias been in England. 

This S3^stem of centralized local government is undoubtedly Proposals 
efficient, but naturally it is not popular with some sections of the 
people. Centralization never commands popular enthusiasm. So 
the tutelle administrative in France is continually under fire. Its 
critics are fond of quoting the old proverb that “centralization 
brings on apoplexy at the center of government and paralysis at ' 
the extremities.^^ They complain that it deadens popular interest 
in local affairs. This, they say, is shown by the scant attention paid 
to the work of the general councils. As for the prefect his office 
is the target of a never-ending fusillade from every quarter, and 
it can hardly be otherwise so long as he is compelled to run with the 
hares while he hunts with the hounds. It is not improbable, indeed, 
that the prefect’s office would have been abolished long ago if its 
critics had been able to agree upon something to put in its place. 

There have been proposals to consolidate the eighty-nine depart- 
ments into twenty-five “regions,” each with a real legislative body 
and a responsible executive. A few years ago the Chamber of 
Deputies approved such a plan in principle, but the Senate would 
not concur and the whole scheme was dropped. Regionalism still 
has its friends, however, and may soon become a live issue again. 

To an outsider it does not seem that a mere geographical re- The diffi- 
arrangement w^ould accomplish much. The root of the trouble does the way. 
not He in the fact that the departments are too numerous or too 
small. There are communities in the United States, not half the 
size of the French departments, which have a very large measure of 
local home rule.rThe tradition, not the map, is at fault in France. 

The old regime which came to an end in 1789 was paternal and 
centralized in the extreme. The psychology of the people had be- 
come so habituated to paternalism and centralization that it could 
not be transformed overnight, as the revolutionists imagined. 

During the past hundred years there has been some progress 
toward decentralization, and this might well be speeded up. 
Unhappily there are two reasons why it cannot easily be acceler- 
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ated, and the first is the fact that the masses of the people in the 
rural districts are mSdng no demand for it. They are not moved 
by considerations of political theoiy. Their inclination is to let 
well enough alone. The second reason arises from the ardent desire 
of ministers and deputies to keep all the local patronage that they 
now control. Any reorganization of local government would 
inevitably take most of this away — and from the politician’s point 
of view any reform that takes away patronage is an undesirable 
reform. 
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C The departments, as has been said, ^re divided mto.arronJisse- 
meiits.y Prior to 1926 there were 276 of them, but in that year the 
number was reduced to 170. CThese districts are not named but 
numbered — first, second, third arrondissement. Each is a depart- 
ment in miniature, wuth an appointive siibprefect and an elective 
council made up of one member from each canto n within the 
arro ndissement . The subprefect, as his title implies, is merety the 
agent of his chief. Of themselves the subprefects have no indepen- 
dent powers, or almost none. They are merely the channels through 
which the prefect obtains infonnation and transmits his orders — 
the prefects^ 'detter boxes they are sometime s called. The chief 
reason for their existence may be found in the simple fact that no 
prefect can attend to all the details of local government. The sub- 
prefect relieves him of minor functions, both administrative and 
political. 

The subprefecture, accordingly, is a^jusy place with a consid- 
erable staff and a large amount of clerical wmrk to be done. The 
subprefect is responsible for the efficient pM’formanee of all this 
routine; in addition he spends no small amount of his time on the 
political wkfpath. He is the Gallic analogue of the American ward 
boss, and like the latter is deep ly concerned wfitb th e loaves an d 
fishes of politics. These siibprefects are not only the, fingers but 
of the mlrngfry. They attend all gatherings 
'oTir^oltical nature to see what is going on, for it is their duty 
:to keep their superiors w’-ell posted. Every subprefect hopes for 
\ promotion, and the fulfillment of this hope depends upon making 
I friends among the supporters of the ministry in the Chamber of 
‘ Deputies. 

The council of the arrondissement has little more than nominal 
functions to perform. It makes no laws and votes no money. Un- 
til a few years ago it Ead“TEe ‘duty of allotting the departmental 




f com- 
munes. 


tax quotas among the ■ communes, but even- this' perfunctory task 
has now been taken away. The members -.of, the council^'e ex- 
ofEcio entitled to sit in the electoral college of the department 
(which elects the senators) and that is the main reason ' why 
the aiTondissement councils are continued in existence. Were 
it not for this electoral function they might readily be abol- 
ished. Unlike the department on the one hand and the com- 
mune on the other, the French arrondissement is not a corpo- 
rate entity and owns no property. It is a purely administrative 
unit.^ 

^Finally, there is the commune. It is the only area of local govern- The « 
meiitjhat antedates j^e. Revolution.3 The American mind, filled 
as it is with distinctions“¥etween townships, villages, towns, bor- 
oughs, and cities, finds difficulty in grasping what a French com- 
mune really is. The French municipal code defines it as ''any tract 
of territory the precise limits of which were defined by the decree 
of 1789 or which has been recognized by any subsequent law or 
decree.'’ As a matter of fact the term includes everything that 
would be called a municipal corporation in the United States— 
whether city, town, village, or township.CA commune is any com- 
munity, big or little^ Marseilles is a commune; so are Lille, Bor- 
deaux, Toulon, and Lyons; so is Ch4teau-Thierry; so is every little 
hamlet in which American troops were billeted during the days of 
the great push through the Argonne. Some of these little communes 
have fewer than fifty inhabitants. 

ClU in all there are about In France All created 

there is no distinction between city government and village govern- 
ment. The one is merely an expanded form of the other. They are 
all governed under the provisions of the same municipal code.^'^ 

This, ill some ways is a serious defect; for a city is a good deal more 
than a village wuit large. Its problems differ not only in extent 
but in character. The French government has recognized this to 
some extent by providing^the bigger communes mth larger munic- 
ipal councils and some additional administrative machinery, while 
holding broadly to the principle of uniformity.‘I> 

CThe government of the commune is a relatively simple affair, 

^ ^ Each arrondissement, as lias been said, is divided into cantons, bnt the cantonl 
likewise has no corporate organization. It is merely a geographical division, a sor^ 
of enlarged ward, which serves for various electoral and judicial purposes. < 

® The best commentar^^ on the French municipal code is L6on Morgand’s La loi 
municipale (10th edition, 2 vols., Paris, 1923). 
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Their frame as local governments go. Each, commune has a municipal council 
of from ten to thirty-six members, depending upon its population. ^ 
The councillors are elected for a six-year term and serve without 
pay. 2 The qualifications for voting at council elections are the 
same as in national elections. In the small communes the whole 
council is chosen on a general ticket, but in the larger ones there 
is a division into wards, each of which elects a portion of the coiiri- 
cil.QThis municipal council is the dominating factor in local govern- 
ment, for it noT^nlFSiWes the appropriati^ but elects the mayor 
aSH^the other ofScials who have the spending of the money. Some 
of its powers, however, are limited by the supervision of the pre- 
fect^) 

(The first duty of a newly elected municipal council is to choose 
a mayor (maire). This it must do from within its own membership;- 
it cannot (like the English borough council) make its cho 
5utSS^tTte““ffiIyoTis^^^'c^^ the same term 

as the council; and although serving as chief executive of the com- 
mune,! he continues to be a member of the council and acts as its 
presiding officer. There is no sepam,tion of executive from legisla- 
tive functions in the French city. Invariably the mayor is a man 
has already served one or more terms in the council and has 
become a recognized leader in its work. Sometimes the whole 
council election turns on the question of reelecting or not reelect- 
ing the mayor. 

Reelections are common, and in some of the smaller communes 
the mayor holds his place as long as he wants it. He is a quaint 
figure in these little communities — with his tall hat, his tricolor 
sash, and his air of overpowering importance. In the large com- 
munes, or cities, the mayor is usually a prominent politician and 
sometimes is a member of the Chamber of Deputies or even of the 
ministry. A conspicuous example is Edouard Herriot, the peren- 
nial mayor of Lyons. The administrative duties of a French mayor 
are not onerous, and he is able to devote much of his time to public 
service in other capacities. 

^he council of the commune also selects, from within its own 
membership, one or more adjoints or assistant mayors, who hold 
office for six years but continue to be regular meinbers of the 


^^who 


3. The ad- 
Joints. 


i This maximum of thirty-six is exceeded in two cases, namely, in Lyons which 
has 54 councillors and in Paris which has SO. 

® The term was four years until 1929, when it was lengthened by two years. 
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counclL^ri'*^^’^^ mayor/ the assistant mayors, and the councillors 
all sit together and constitute the government of the commune. 

The only difference between the smaller and the larger municipal- 
ities is that the latter have more ad joints and bigger councils. 

There is no difference in the powers of the various municipal 
authorities or in their relations to one another. So, if you describe 
the government of one French town your description will serve for 
them all. The American student of municipal institutions need 
not be reminded that nothing of that sort is true in his own coun- 
try. 

Although the mayor of the French commune is not an independ- of _ 

ent executive officer like the American mayor, he is by no means a 
figurehead. Fie has considerably more authority than the mayor 
of an English borough. Between the American and the English 
ma3mr, in other words, he stands midway. The c ouncil elects him*! 

(as in England), but thereafter it cannot remove him, nor has it ^ 
any direct control over his actions^ Still, this lack of direct con- 
ffbrfs hot a matter of much practical importance for two reasons: 
first, because the council does not choose a mayor unless it is reason- 
ably certain that he will work in harmony with it, and, second, 
because the mayor has no way of getting money unless the council 
gives it to him. Even the money to pay his own official expenses 
must come in that way.- Hence, although he may not be a respon- 
sible executive in the ordinary sense, he is under bonds for good 
behavior. 

The French ma3mr, like the prefect, occupies a dual position. 

In some matters (for example, in matters relating to police, public Wgher au- 
health, finance, the taking of the census, and the application of the 
laws relating to^pilitaiy service) he is the agent of the higher 
authorities. Decrees go from Paris to the prefects of departments, 
from the prefects to the subprefects, and from the subprefects to 
the ma3mrs. The ma3mrs then promulgate them to the people. 

TOien necessar3^, the ma3m^sues his own arretes or local edicts sup- 
plementing these decrees. The higher authorities may suspend or re- 
move a mayor from office if he fails to carry out their instructions. 

^ In the smallest communes there is one assistant mayor; communes of from 2500 
to 10,000 population have two; those of 35,000 have three, and so on. The largest 
communes have twelve with the exception of Lyons which has seventeen. Paris, 
as will be seen later, has no adjoints; it has two prefects and twenty maires. 

2 The mayor receives no regular salary but the council is permitted to vote him, 
each year, an allowance for expenses. This “allowance” in the larger communes 
is virtually equivalent to a salary. 
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On the other hand the mayor performs various functions as the 
chief executive of his commune. In this capacity he carries out the 
resolution^^of the municipal council. He ap^ints the local admin* 
■ istrative'^Gers,_ prepares the bi^^et for submission to the council, 
'and tries to keep the a^inistration of his commune running 
smoothly. In the larger municipalities he distributes some of his 
responsibility among the adjoints or assistant mayors. To one he 
gives the function of looking after the streets, another takes charge 
of fire protection, another of sanitation, and so forth. In this way 
the assistant mayors serve as titular heads of departments. But 
they do veiy little^ real work in- connection with the departments 
for which they are technically responsible. They leave the w^ork 
to the professional administrators wdio are paid for doing it. When 
the majmr is absent, an adjoint serves in his stead. The nmjOT 
does not choose these assistants, and cannot remove them, but 
if need be he can take an adjoint’s duties aw’^ay and leave him un* 
attached. 

(.Neither mayors nor assistant mayors are professional adminis- 
trators. They are laymen, elected by the people and then appointed 
by the council*. They receive no salaries from the municipal treas- 
ury and hence can give only a portion of their time to the public 
service.'^It is true, of course, that the practice of reelecting adjoints 
gives them more familiarity with the affairs of the commune than 
one customarily finds among the elective officials of American 
cities, but they do not attempt to manage the business of the 
municipality upon their own knowledge. The actual w^'ork of city 
i administration, in France as in England, is performed by perma- 
|nent, expert officials who are appointed on the basis of qualifica- 
i tions prescribed by law. This does not mean that local politics 
play no part in such appointments or in the making of promotions. 
They do, to a considerable extent. But no amount of political in- 
fluence will avail to give any man an important post of adminis- 
trative responsibility in a French city unless he has certain 
technical qualifications. 

(.Ostensibly the French city is governed by laymen; in reality 
the administration is dominated by expert^s. Prominent among 
these is the secretaire de mairie or city cler k. In the small com- 
munes he is usually tlie locar schoolmaster; in the larger ones he 
is a full-time official who takes a large part of the mayor’s responsi- 
bilities off his shoulders. Every municipal service in the larger 
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French towns (public works, sanitation, health, and so forth) has 
its full staff of professionals, and together they form a very efficient 
administrative machine. There are no loose ends in French. munici?. 
ipal goyeriimeii^.., - 

■‘^he French municipal council, unlike the council of an English 
or American city, does not meet once a week or once a month. 
Like a legislature it holds its sessions day after day until the busi- 
ness is finished, and then takes a long recess. As a rule there are 
four sessions a year, each lasting from two to six weeksjts powers, 
according to the municipal code, are of the widest extent. “The, 
council/^ in the words of this enactment, “regulates by its deliber- 
ations the affairs of the commune.’^ Nothing could be much more 
comprehensive than that. 

But as a practical matter, the authority of the council is emascu- 
lated by the necessity of obtaining the prefects approval for 
man}^ of its decisions before they become valid. In the field of 
municipal finance, particularly, this requirement operates as a 
great restriction upon its powers. The national government deals 
out authority with a generous hand but it cuts the cards. Broadly 
speaking the council takes the initiative in most matters of munic- 
ipal government except finance, police, and education. It may 
adopt resolutions relating to various questions of municipal policy 
and if these are not annulled by the higher authorities, the mayor 
and his adjoints see that they are carried into effect. Prefects and 
subprefects everj^vhere keep a watchful eye on all the municipal 
authorities. “'Act on your own initiative,” they say, “but if you 
try to do anything imprudent we will interfere.” This interference, 
as a matter of fact, comes rather frequently, and results in a good 
deal of complaint on the part of the mayor and councillors. 

Whether by reason of this strict supervision, or in spite of it, 
French cities have been well governed. They have been better 
governed, on the average, than the cities of the United States. 
There have been few municipal scandals of any consequence. The 
cit3"’s money has been honestly spent, and good value has been 
obtained for it. The grosser forms of malfeasance and peculation, 
which have been so common in the cities of the United States, are 
virtually unknown in France. Contracts are fairly awarded to the 
' lowest bidder; the spoils system has been kept in control; the 
officials of the various departments have been given security of 
' tenure; and the police have remained honest. It is sometimes said 
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tLat French cities, are unprogressive, that they let their affairs 
run in a rut and are slow to adopt new methods. There may be 
.some truth in this; but it is to be remembered that French cities 
have been growing very slowly and hence have not had need for 
much replanning or for large reconstructions in their public serv- 
ices. The French temperament, moreover, is not given to ex- 
uberance over anything for the mere reason that it is new. Even 
were central supervision to be relaxed it is not probable that the 
cities of France would go chasing will-o'-the-wisps at the behest 
of reformers. 

A ■word should be added with reference to the government of 
Paris. The French capital is under a special dispensation, and ihere 
are several reasons for its being so placed. Paris is the lar|'est city 
in France, five times as large as its nearest rival, Marseilles. It is 
the se^'Of the national government with an enormous amoiint of 
national propeiiy within its bounds, including legislative and ex- 
ecutive buildings, museums, libraries, palaces, and public monu- 
ments. Paris, moreover, has been a trouMer in Israel. It is the 
point from which all the revolutions and coups d'etat have emerged. 

.History is to a nation what memory is to a biirnljsbild 

Sreads the Jre. Although Paris has never contained more than 
ten per cent of the French population, the city^ has been responsible 
for at least ninety per cent of the nation's political vicissitudes. 
The city on the Seine is both the head and the heart of France. 
The Third Republic is not going to take any chanee>s on its good 
behavior. 

Paris virtually covers a whole department, the Department of 
the Seine, and is gOYerned as such by a pfefect, Lhilike the other 
eighty-eight depai’tments, however, it has an additional prefect, 
known as the prefect of police, whose function is the maintenance 
of law and order. Both prefects are appointed by the President 
of the Republic, acting upon ministerial advice. There is also a 
municipa^ouncil of eighty members, four from each of the twenty 
aiTondissenients into which the city is divided. With the addition 
of certain members from communes just outside the city (but 
within the Department of the Seine) this municipal council serves 
also as the general council of the department. 

Paris, therefore, has no mayor in the American sense. But the 
administrative heads of the twenty arrondissements are called 
mayors, although they are in reality subprefects. They are chosen 
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in the same way as subprefects and have similar functions. A : 
large portion of the city’s routine work is performed at the head- 
quarters or mairie of each arrondissement and is hot concentrated 
at the city hall as in American cities. ^This attempt to combine the . 
government of a city with that of a department has resulted in the 
creation of a curious hybrid. There is a centralization of power 
and a decentralization of functions.] The prefect of the Seine is< 
the dominating factor in Parisian government but like all the other 
prefects he is merely the agent of the' ministry. The city council . 
votes the budget^ and it has some other important powers; but it 
does not control the city administration. 

Many Parisians are dissatisfied with this arrangement and there The^French 
has been a persistent clamor for a greater degree of metropolitan the Amer> 
home rule. Thus far, however, the clamor has availed nothing 
because the French parliament is made up, for the most part, of 
senators and deputies from the rural areas and small towns who 
look U] 3 on the capital with suspicion. Their attitude toward the 
City of Light continues to be a strictly bucolic one. The recol- 
lection of barricades, jacqueries, the Red Terror, and the Commune 
of 1871 still haunts the rural French mind. ^^Paris belongs to 
France,” they say in the provinces, ''and ^ must control its 
administration.” This might sound strange to American ears were 
it not for the fact that precisely the same doctrine is applied to 
Washington. The Department of the Seine is not allowed to man- 
age its own affairs — neither is the District of Columbia, — but that 
is another story and one which does not belong in this book. 


Tiie subject of Freaeli local government in its various phases is fully 
treated in all the standard works on French administration (see above, 
p. 549). Leon IMorgand’s La. hi mimdcipale edition, 2 vols., Paris, 
1923) is the most useful book on the government of the commune. There 
are eight chapters on French municipal government in William B. Munro’s 
Government of European Cities (revised edition, New York, 1927), pp. 205- 
336. A full bibliography is those appended (pp. 413-423). On the govern- 
ment of Paris the best l:)ook is Eugene Raiga and Maurice F61ix, Le regime 
(idnunistvntif ef financier du departcment cle la Seine et de la ville de Paris 
(Paris, 1922). 
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CHAPTER XXX 

FRANCE AS A COLONIAL POWER 

The physiognomy of a government may be best Judged in its colonies, for 
there its features are magnified and rendered more conspicuous.-— /ilms de 
Tocqueville. 

France, like Great Britain, is a great colonial power, with pos- 
sessions scattered all over the globe. She is to-day more distinctly 
a world power than she has ever previously been, even under the 
Bonapartes. The European territory of France covers a little 
more than 200,000 square miles, which is less than the area of 
Texas. But the tricolor flies over more than a million square miles 
outside Europe — ^in Africa, in Asia, and in America. 

The population of France herself is less than 40,000,000; but the 
French overseas possessions, including Algeria, the colonies, the 
protectorates, and the mandated territories, have a combined 
population of almost 60,000,000. Apart from the commercial 
possibilities which may be available in these varied possessions this 
reservoir of man-power is of the utmost importance to France, be- 
cause it serves to counterbalance, in some degree, the numerical 
weakness of the French in Europe. The failure of her own popula- 
tion to grow at the rate maintained by her neighbors has given 
France a serious problem, especially in connection with her desire 
for security. 

France and England, as colonial powers, afford some interesting 
analogies and some striking contrasts. Both made a belated entry 
into the field of colonial expansion, having delayed until after 
Spain and Portugal had taken what then seemed to be the choicest 
territories in the new world. But although they began late, l:)oth 
France and England made rapid progress. Both obtained a strong 
foothold in America, and both undertook to get control of India. 
Both lost their first colonial empires in the latter half of the 
eighteenth century, the one by conquest, the other by revolution. 
Both began the creation of a second colonial empire,^ and during the 
nineteenth century both succeeded in acquiring great tracts of 
territory in various regions of the globe. 
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But the analogies are outweighed by the contrasts. The British 
empire of to-day has been built up, for the most part, by private 
initiative, by the activities of traders and commercial companies. 
In English colonization the merchant has invariably gone ahead, 
dragging his government after him. He has been the advance agent 
of civilization. In French colonization,, on the other hand, the 
government has assumed most of the initiative. The commercial 
exploiter has usually waited for his government to lead the way, or, 
at any rate, to encourage him with an assurance of protection. 
Dr. Johnson, sipping his seventh cup of tea, once expressed amaze- 
ment that anybody should voluntarily go roaming in far-off lands 
when it was so much easier to sit comfortably at home. But 
pioneering has been the sport of the Saxon. There is a roving strain 
in his blood. His neighbors across the Channel have not been 
moved by it in the same degree. 

There are other differences. England’s colonial policy has been 
unsteady and opportunist, while that of France has been guided 
by a fixed and consistent purpose. It has sometimes been said, and 
with some truth, that the British empire was not built up by the 
government, but in spite of it. In France the government has 
always aided colonization. England, again, has specialized in the 
middle latitudes, while France has devoted most of her energies 
to the tropics. Her principal dependencies — Algeria, Tunis, Mada- 
gascar, Indo-China, the French Congo, Somaliland, French Guiana 
— are ail tropical territories. It is for this reason, among others, that 
the French have not had to wrestle much with difficult problems of 
colonial self-government and with demands for self-determination. 
On the other hand, France has given some of her outlying territories 
the privilege of being represented in the home parliament, which 
Britain has not yet done. As a final difference, the French are still 
inclined to look upon their colonies as areas of exploitation which 
exist primarily for the benefit of the mother countiy, although this 
point of view is graduallj’^ being changed. England, as regards her 
great dominions, abandoned it long ago. 

“Happy the land whose history is dull!” It was a Frenchman 
who said it, but there is no tedium in the annals of his own country. 
No other land has its pages of history so crowded with victory and 
defeat, success and disaster, glory and humiliation, each following 
the other in quick alternation. For five centuries no other country 
has been so consistently mixed up in the turmoils of humankind. 
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Modem history records very few international episodes with France 
left out. To some extent the explanation of this ceaseless activity 
may be found in the location of the country; but it is also due in 
.part .to racial emotionalism. France sits in the very center of 
Europe, a quadrilateral with a frontage on two seas. She is neither 
a North-European nor a South-European country; she is both. 
Six nations are on her ■ flanks,— England, Gemiany, Belgium, 
Spain, Italy, and Switzerland. No other great power has so many 
immediate neighbors. No other great nation, accordingly, has 
had so strong an incentive to become involved in the meshes of 
European diplomacy. Geography has denied France the factor of 
isolation wdiich has profoundly affected the history of England, and 
to an even greater extent the history of the United States. 

There is no race of men, moreover, exactly like the Gallic race. 
Frenchmen stand together, a compact and coherent mass, the 
most homogeneous in Europe. Heirs to the Roman tradition they 
have always believed themselves to be the salt of the earth. Their 
manifest destiny they have taken for granted. Hence the policy 
of the nation has been more often guided by emotion and sentiment 
than by reason and cool calculation. Frencliinen are willing to be 
hked or disliked, as the rest of the iworld may please; but they are 
not willing to be ignored. A great race, none the less, and one that 
has contributed its full share to progress in every field. At any rate 
it is to racial inheritance, as w’^ell as to geography, that France owes 
her strong nationalism, her restless diplomatic activity, her abilit}?' 
to bear oveiwhelming disasters, and her extraordinaiy powders of 
recuperation. 

During the sixteenth century, wiieii the various countries of 
Europe engaged in the great race for colonial possessions, France 
was the premier nation of the continent. Her population w^as 
three times that of England. Her -wealth -was greater, and more 
widely diffused among the people. Yet the French w^ere the last to 
enter the field of overseas expansion, and when they got busy all 
the best territories were gone. Spain and Portugal had acquired 
Central and South America; England had entrenched herself in 
India and along the Atlantic seaboard. France had to go farther 
north to Acadia and the Gulf of St. Laivrence. Yet the French 
made a brave attempt to establish a Bourbon empire in the new 
world and by 1750 they were in the way of succeeding. At that 
date France possessed the whole region north of the St. Lawrence 
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and the Great Lakes, together with what is now the American 
Middle West, part of the Northwest, and Louisiana, The French 
were also striving to make good their claim to the entire Mississippi 
Valley; they were moving along the Ohio and had conceived the 
ambitious plan of hemming the English colonies between the Alle- 
ghenies and the sea. By the middle of the eighteenth century they 
were in control of the great water routes between the Gulf of St. 
Lawrence and the Gulf of Mexico, with their trading posts stretch- 
ing all the way from the one to the other. Had France been able 
to hold this long entrenchment, how different the history of the 
new world would have been! 

In India also the French arrived late but made rapid progress 
when they came. The expansion of their power in the East was so 
rapid, indeed, that they were nearly on even terms with the Eng- 
lish when the great duel between the two nations began. For more 
than a decade the}^ fought it out on three continents. At the 
white man’s behest, as Macaulay says, brown men knifed one 
another on the coasts of Coromandel and red men scalped each 
other on the shores of the St. Lawrence. In the end France was 
the loser, east and west. By the Treat}/- of Paris she gave up her 
dominion over palm and pine. Virtually her whole colonial empire 
passed into English hands. The date of this treaty, February 10, 
1763, was a great day in the chronicles of the sceptered isle. Never 
did England sign such a peace before. 

In the management of her first colonial empire France had not 
displayed a high degree of imperial statesmanship. Her policy had 
the vices of Roman expansion without the virtues. Her colonies 
were regarded as areas of exploitation, nothing more. They were 
ruled with an iron hand and given no vestige of local self-govern- 
ment. Those Vvlio have read Parkman’s immortal volumes on the 
French exploits in Canada need not be told that no Roman province 
was ever more completely delivered into the hands of publicans and 
sinners.^ Much has been said and written about England’s oppres- 
sion of her American colonies during the first half of the eighteenth 
century, and it is beyond question that the colonies along the 
Atlantic seaboard had some genuine grievances. But let the stu- 
dent of colonization place the institutions of New England and 
New France side by side during this period. He will find that 

^ The roost interestiiti^ book of hiatorj^ ever written by an American is Francis 
Parkman’s Old Regime in Canada. It is on the shelves of every public library. 
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English colonial policy,, with all its shortcomings and mistakes, 
was by far the more generous and enlightened of the two. All the 
political iniquities of pre-revolutionary France were transported 
to her colonies and became more conspicuous there than at home. 
They were enlarged as through a microscope. 

The French took the loss of their first colonial empire philo- 
sophically. Their colonial ambitions were not abandoned but 
deferred — neces,sarily deferred because France was on the eve of 
grave troubles at home. The rumblings which preceded the Great 
Revolution of 1789 could already be heard. It was not until this 
era of chaos had been definitely ended by the rise of Napoleon that 
the French government could once more turn attention to the 
problem of acquiring colonies. Bonaparte had great plans in this 
direction. It was his dream to revive the empire of the Caesars. 
He hoped to conquer the whole of North Africa and make it tribu- 
tary to France as it once had been to Rome. This would give him 
a base from which he could strike at India and eventual^ wrest it 
from English control. His eagles would fly over mosque and temple. 
Herein lay the explanation of his expedition to Egypt and his battle 
of the Pyramids. But the Napoleonic vision came to naught, as 
it was bound to do, so long as England held control of the seas. 

The Napoleonic era left France exhausted, but still with colonial 
aspirations. The idea of extending the French sway over northern 
Africa had captivated the national imagination. And in truth it 
seemed easier for France to expand in this direction than in any 
other. Here was good territory, close at hand, and supposedly easy 
to conquer. The opportunity to make a start w’-as presented in 1827 
when the native ruler of Algiers declined to make amends for an 
insult to the French consul-general. So his cit}!" was bombarded, 
and when this did not bring him to terms an expedition was con- 
voyed across the Mediterranean. In the end the whole of Algeria 
was subdued, but only after an unexpectedly long and expensive 
campaign. Then the country was annexed to France. 

This annexation virtually doubled the territories under French 
control, for Algeria is slightly greater in area than France herself. 
It contains some highly fertile plains and valleys within easy access 
of the Mediterranean coast, together with a great hinterland which 
is mountainous and of limited value for cultivation. This region, 
however, has considerable mineral wealth, most of which is still 
undeveloped. The total population of Algeria is about six mil- 
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lions, of whom only ten per cent are Europeans, chiefly French and 
Spanish. The rest are of mixed blood, for Algeria has been at va- 
rious times overrun by the Phoenicians, the Romans, the barbarian 
tribes of Europe, and the Mussulman Arabs, each of whom left 
their racial imprints. On the whole the natives are much above the 
general level of African stock, this being due to their long and con- 
tinuous intercourse with Europe. Agriculture, including the raising 
of cattle and sheep, is the chief occupation of the people, and Al- 
geria sends large quantities of foodstuffs to France. There is free 
trade with France both ways, except in the case of a few enu- 
merated commodities, especially sugar and tobacco. 

The government of Algeria has at its head a governor-general, 
who is appointed hj the President of the Republic on the recom- 
mendation of the minister of the interior. Under the supervision 
of this minister the governor-general has charge of the military 
forces and of police administration. He prepares the annual budget, 
which is voted by the French parliament but is kept separate from 
the regular national budget. Before being sent to Paris the Al- 
gerian budget is discussed and voted by the financial delegations 
and by the superior council. The governor-general of Algeria is 
assisted by two councils, one consultative and the other delibera- 
tive, The former is whollj^ appointive and has advisory functions 
only ; the latter, known as the superior council, is made up in part 
of high officials and in pait of councillors elected by French resi- 
dents. In addition to voting the budget it has various powers with 
reference to public works and the supervision of local government. 

It is sometimes said that there are three financial delegations : those 
which are elected to represent the French colonists, the taxpayers 
other than French colonists, and the Mohammedan natives respec- 
tively. But it is more accurate to speak of them as three sections of 
the same body. The financial delegations must have all questions of 
taxation and expenditure submitted to them. They can cause ac- 
tion to be deferred on any expenditures which are not designated 
as obligatory* 

Algeria is divided into three departments (Algiers, Oran, and Local goy- 

^ ^ 1 . -I . 1 1 (* , 1 1 j eminent m 

Constantine), each of which is governed by a prefect and a depart- Algeria, 
mental council, much after the fashion of the eighty-nine depart- 
ments in France.* But the membem of the departmental councils 

^ A portion of the country, known as the Territories of the South, is not included 
in an5^ of these departments but is under military rule. 
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in Algeria are not chosen by all the people. The suffrage is re- 
stricted to French citizens. This does not shut out all but French- 
men, however, for in 1919 French citizenship was extended by law 
to natives above the age of twenty-five who served in the, world 
war, or who are owners. of land, or who can read and -write. In 
addition to the elective members of the general councils, certain 
councillors are also nominated by the governor-general to repre- 
sent the unenfranchised natives. The departments, as in France, 
are divided into arrondissements and within the latter are numer- 
ous communes or municipalities. 

' France maintains a considerable military establishment in 
Algeria including both French and native troops. Algerians are 
under obligation to serve with the colors under the laws relating 
to universal military service, and the native divisions form part 
of the French regular army. The officers and a proportion of the 
non-commissioned officers are French. The renowned Foreign 
Legion also has its headquarters in Algiers and is recruited from 
foreigners of all nationalities. 

From Algeria the French eventiiali}^ spread over into the con- 
tiguous territory of Tunis, which is of historical interest as the 
seat of ancient Carthage. Tunis is about the size of Arkansas and 
has a population of slightly more than two millions, of whom less 
than ten per cent are Europeans. This European element, more- 
over, is chiefly Italian, not French. The bulk of the native popula- 
tion is Mohammedan. Part of the country is mountainous with 
large and fertile valleys; other portions are desert with great oases 
suitable for date culture. There is also a good deal of mineral 
wealth in Tunis, including large stores of phosphates. The other 
powers of Europe saw no reason to interfere with French expansion 
in Tunis, and indeed the German government, after the war of 
1870, encouraged France to go ahead in the hope that the diversion 
of French energies to Africa would make the country forget Alsace- 
Lorraine. 

So Tunis was invaded and became a French protectorate in 
1881, which technically it still continues to be, although it has be- 
come to all intents a French colony. The Bey of Tunis is still the 
titular sovereign, but virtually all authority belongs to a French 
resident-general who is appointed by the President of the Republic 
on recommendation of the French foreign office. This resident- 
general serves as minister of foreign affairs in the Tunisian minis- 
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^ They are, in fact, chosen by the local chambers of agriculture, chambers of 
commerce, and chamber of mines. 
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try. With him are ten other ministers, chiefly French officials, who 
serve as the heads of remaining executive departments in the 
protectorate. They are nominally appointed by the Bey of Tunis 
but in reality are chosen by the minister-resident in consultation 
with the French foreign office. 

In 1922 a parliament, .known as the grand council, was estab- 
lished in Tunis. ' It is made up of two sections, one representing the 
French and the other the natives. The method of choosing the 
French section is determined by the resident-general; ^ the members 
of the native section are designated in part by the regional councils 
and in part b}?* organizations representing the agricultural, industrial, 
and trading interests. This grand council has authority over all 
items in the Tunisian budget except those designated as manda- 
tory,— for example, interest on the public debt, the salary of the 
resident-general, and so forth. Tunis is not divided into depart- 
ments but into regions, with a French comptroller in charge of each. 
There are regional councils, moreover, made up of members in- 
directly elected and possessing a certain amount of control over 
regional expenditures. 

On the other side of Algeria is Morocco, a territory which man- 
aged to retain its independence until long after all the others had 
lost it. This was partly because Spain and England, as well as 
France, were casting covetous eyes upon the Shereffian empire. 
Each was luiwilling that any other country should capture the 
whole prize. In 1904, however, France and England came to an 
agreement by which the French were promised liberty of action in 
Morocco so far as the English government was concerned. Later 
in the same year a compact was concluded between France and 
Spain whereby the Spanish government, in return for certain con- 
cessions on the Moroccan coast, also promised the French a free 
hand in dealing with the country. Thus the stage was duly set 
for a further expansion of French imperialism in northern Africa 
when a new factor was injected into the situation. From Berlin 
came the announcement that the German government did not 
recognize these Anglo-Spanish-French agreements and would 
not be bound by them. This action aroused so acrid a feeling in 
both France and Germany, that it brought them almost to the 
verge of war; but in 1906 an international conference at Algeciras 
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(in wMch the United States was represented) agreed upon a com- 
proniise which preserved the independence of the sultan, guar- 
anteed the integrity of his territory, and provided for freedom 
of trade with equal privileges to all countries. 

This compromise did not settle the main issue. The Germans 
wanted some Moroccan territoiy for themselves but were out- 
voted at Algeeiras and much chagrined in consequence. But they 
did not abandon their hopes and in 1911 the German govermnent 
gave Europe another war scare by sending a gunboat to Agadir, 
one of the Moroccan ports, under circumstances which could not 
be regarded otherwise than as an act of unfriendliness to France. It 
was not that the Germans expected to obtain any part of Morocco 
at this stage, mat they were after was the recognition of an 
interest which could be traded with France for territories elsewhere. 
Their diplomacy in this respect was for the moment successful 
in as much as the French agreed to give Gemrany certain territories 
in equatorial Africa, in return for which France w^as allowed to 
establish a protectorate over a portion of Morocco (1912). In the 
same year the French and Spanish governments agi-eed on the 
limits of their respective zones. Tangier, the capital, had pre- 
viously been neutralized and put under international control. 

But in spite of this settlement, Morocco continued to be a 
rankling factor in European diplomacy until the outbreak of the 
world war, for both parties to the compact were re.sentful. The 
French people believed that they had been hijacked out of their 
lawful spoil. The Germans, far from looking upon the arrange- 
ment as final, regarded it as a mere day’s march on their journey 
to a larger place in the sun. It was not until the close of the world 
war that France obtained the opportunity to settle the matter in 
her own way. The Treaty of Versailles contained a provision re- 
quiring Germany to abandon all that she had obtained in privileges 
and compensations during the years 1906-1911. 

Morocco is now divided into three zones — Tangier (which is 
administered by an international commission), a Spanish zone 
along the Mediterranean, and all the rest of the country which is 
a French protectorate. The French zone is by far the most exten- 
sive and embraces an area as large as France herself, with an es- 
timated population of nearly six millions. This territorj'- is still 
governed in the name of the sultan, who is both the civil and reli- 
gious ruler of his people. But since 1912 his civil authority has 
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been controlled by a French resident-general who is appointed 
by the President of the Republic on recommendation of the French' 
foreign office. There is a ministry, as in Tunis, but as yet no repre- 
sentative council. The agricultural and industrial possibilities of 
Morocco are not yet definitely known, for the interior of the 
country is still unoccupied by the French. 

The African dependencies of France are not confined to the Other ■ 
Mediterranean region. 1 Reckoned in square miles, the French have fessfons 
more territory in Africa than the English. But this is because 
France owns the whole of the great Sahara desert— a tract of im- 
perial vastness wffiich has very little value unless it can be iiTigated. 

Other African territories owned by France are Senegal, Guinea, 
the Ivoiy coast, Dahomey, the Niger region, and the Somali 
coast, the -whole with a population of about thirteen millions. The 
French Congo, in equatorial Africa, is a large and valuable tract 
bordering the Belgian Congo. By the Treaty of Versailles the 
Fi’ench obtained the mandate for a lai’ge part of two former German 
colonies, Togolaiid and the Cameroon, on the West African coast. 

The island of Madagascar, on the east coast, is larger than Madagas- 
France, althoiigli one may not realize it from a glance at the world 
map. The French took possession of this island nearly two hundred 
years ago and then abandoned it. Later they went back and de- 
clared it a French protectorate, which it remained until 1896 when 
it became a colony. Madagascar supports a population of nearly 
four millions, but the French inhabitants number only about 
fifteen thousand. It is ruled by a governor-general who receives 
his instructions from the minister of colonies in Paris. The gover- 
nor-general is assisted bj" an advisory council and there are financial 
delegations as in Tunis. The island is divided into provinces with 
French commissioners in charge. 

In Asia the French have maintained a foothold for nearly three The French 
hundred years. By the Treaty of Paris (1763) they surrendered pi^^in 
most of their holdings in India but were permitted to keep Pondi- 
chery and a small tract along the Coromandel coast. This ter- 
ritoiy France still retains but she has never been able to expand 
it, for the rest of the Indian peninsula is under British control. 

Further to the eastward, however, the French have built up a 
valuable empire in Indo-China. This is made up of five depend- 

^ The island of Corsica, it maj?- be mentioned, is not a colony but is governed as 
an integral part of France. 


582 


THE FRENCH REPUBLIC 


The islands. 


Syria. 


Representa- 
tion of the 
colonies in 
the French 
parliament. 


encies,— CocMn-China, Cambodia, Annam^ Tonkiiij and Laos— 
which have Cliina to the north of them and Siam to the west. 
Together these dependencies have a population of about twenty 
millions. Cochin-China is a colony; the others are still called pro- 
tectorates. In partial keeping with this status there is a governor- 
general for the entire territory, a governor in Cochin-China, and a 
resident-general in each of the other states. The governor-general 
is assisted by a superior council, the members of which are either 
ex-oiScio or appointive. There is a single budget and a uniform 
tariff for the whole of Indo-China. 

The island of Reunion, in the Indian ocean, also belongs to 
France. In the Australian archipelago the island of New Caledonia 
and some adjacent islands belong to her, and in the South Pacific 
there are various French islands, among which Tahiti is the best 
known. From the wreck of her first colonial empire France sal- 
vaged a few possessions in the new world. She still holds two small 
islands (St. Pierre and Miquelon) off the coast of Newfoundland 
which are used as the headquarters of the French fishing fleet and 
since the adoption of the Eighteenth Amendment in the United 
States have served as the main base for a fleet of rum runners also. 
France also retains two islands in the Caribbean (Martinique and 
Guadaloupe), and holds dominion over French Guiana on the 
northeast coast of South America. 

Among the mandates given to France at the close of the world 
war, one is of special importance — the mandate for Syria. This 
territory includes a broad coastal strip of the old Turkish empire, 
with an area of about sixty thousand square miles and a popula- 
tion of three millions. The population is largely of Arab origin, 
and Arabic is the language most generally used, but there are large 
foreign elements in the towns, particularly in Damascus, Aleppo, 
and Beyrut, The land is agricultural with no great mineral re- 
sources. France maintains a small army of occupation in the coun- 
try and carries on the civil administration through officials who 
are under control of the French foreign office. Reports concerning 
their work are regularly made to the Mandates Commission of the 
League of Nations. With Great Britain, the French also share a 
condominion over the New Hebrides. 

Mention has been made of the fact that some of the French col- 
onies (not including the protectorates) have been accorded repre- 
sentation in the home parliament. This is a concession which Eng- 
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land has not made to any of her dominions. The United States has 
given the Philippines and Porto Rico the right to send commis- 
sioners to the House of Representatives at Washington; but these 
insular representatives are not regular members of the House and 
are not privileged to vote. The senators and deputies from the 
French colonies have full rights of membership in their respective 
chambers. In addition to the representation from Algeria there 
are four senators and ten deputies representing the overseas pos- 
sessions of France. This representation is allotted arbitrarily, not 
on a basis of area or population. Reunion, Martinique, and Guada- 
loupe have each one senator and two deputies; French India has 
one senator and one deputy; Senegal, Guiana, and Cochin-China 
have each one deputy but no senators. The other colonies have no 
representation. Both senators and deputies are chosen by the 
French citizens, including natives who possess certain nominal 
qualifications, but most of the natives take no part in the elections. 

As a plan of colonial representation, this arrangement is quite inadequacy 
inadequate. It leaves some of the newer and most important coIo- 
nies (notably Madagascar) without recognition. As respects the 
represented colonies it affords a useful channel for the presentation 
of their grievances and petitions, but beyond this it has little value. 

In a Senate of over three hundred members, and a Chamber of six 
hundred, the colonial delegations form a rather diminutive bloc. 

Their supiDort on any measure is hardly worth making a bid for. 

Moreover, it has been the frequent practice of the colonies to select, 
as their senators and deputies, Frenchmen who are already active 
in politics at home and who sometimes have no special knowledge 
of colonial conditions. There is a common impression that these 
colonial senators and deputies do not accurately reflect the public 
opinion of the colonies from which they are accredited, but merely 
the wishes of the French officials who dominate the colonial elec- 


To be logical the French ought to give representation to all 
their dependencies, or to none at all. But they are not likely to 
follow the dictates of logic in this matter. The practice of giving 
representation to the colonies was inaugurated by the First French 
Republic, revived by the Second, and made a fixture by the Third, 
But in making it a fixture the Third Republic was not willing to go 
the whole way. Spain and Portugal have granted representation 
to all their colonies; Great Britain has given it to none. France 
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accords representation to some colonies and not to others. The 
United States has pursued a fourth plan, by giving nominal repre- 
sentation to Porto Rico and the Philippines but not pemiitting the 
insular representatives to vote. 

Prior to 1920 the four senators and ten deputies from the repre- 
sented colonies, together with delegates from the non-represented 
ones, made up a colonial superior council which convened in Paris 
and advised the minister of colonies on matters which he submitted 
to it. But in the latter year this single body was replaced by 
three advisory councils which are now respectively known as 
the high colonial council, the economic council, and the coun- 
cil of colonial legislation. Each has a separate field of advisory 
jurisdiction. 

The minister of colonies is the chief supervisor of French colo- 
nial affairs. He is chosen in the same way as the other French 
ministers, and like them is responsible to the Chambers. He has 
general charge of all the territories belonging to France or under 
French protection outside of Europe, with the single exception of 
the territories in northern Africa. The French colonial ministry 
is organized on an elaborate scale, with various services and bu- 
reaus. Each bureau is concerned, not with a group of colonies, but 
with some branch of colonial activity, — for example, colonial 
finance, colonial trade, or colonial police. A very large amount of 
routine business is handled by these various bureaus because the 
French, unlike the English, have not acquired the habit of leaving 
details to be settled by the men who are on the ground. The tend- 
ency is to centralize everything in Paris. 

There is a formal distinction in status between those French 
colonies which are organized by law and those which are organized 
by presidential decree. Only three colonies come in the first cate- 
gory, — Martinique, Guadaloupe, and Reunion. Their govern- 
ments cannot be altered except by action of parliament. But 
changes in the govermnent of the other colonies can be made at 
any time by a decree of the President on the advice of the colonial 
minister. The distinction is not of great practical importance, 
however, because all the colonies of both categories are governed 
in much the same way. No French colony has a constitution in 
the sense that Australia and South Africa have constitutions, that 
is, organic laws which can be changed by action of the colonial 
authorities themselves; but several of them have elaborate decrees 
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which virtually serve as constitutions and which are not infre- 
quently changed. 

No French colony enjoys self-government, or anything approach- How the 
ing it. In each the executive power is vested in the hands of a gov- oSes^are^^^" 
ernor-general or a governor, appointed from Paris. Like the prefect governed, 
of a department in France, he has a dual position, for he is at once 
the agent of the home authorities and the head of the local admin- 
istration. He is assisted by a secretary-general (who corresponds 
to the secretary of a prefecture) and by various directors or heads 
of administrative departments, all of whom are appointive offi- 
cials. In each colony there is also a governors council with advisory 
powers. Its composition varies in different dependencies, but it 
customarily includes some colonial officials together with other 
persons designated by the governor. The governor must ask its 
advice on various matters but need not follow it. With the addi- 
tion of certain magistrates this council also serves as the chief 
administrative court of the colony. 

There is also, in each colony, a deliberative council which is Thedeliber- 
roughly modelled upon the general council of a French department. cdsT^ 
These deliberative councils are wholly, or almost wholly, made up 
of elective members. Natives are admitted to the suffrage under 
certain restrictions, and many of them vote; but the majority do 
not. In principle the deliberative council of a colony has the same 
functions as the general council of a department, but they are, 
in fact, somewhat more extensive. The council votes the budget in 
each colony but the governor may make provision for necessary 
expenditures if the council does not do so. 

The work of routine administration in the various French colo- The train- 
nies, protectorates, and mandated countries, makes it necessary SaiofficMs" 
to send out a large number of officials. Originally these adminis- 
trative officials were selected without any test of fitness and owed 
their appointment to personal or political influence. Then, for a 
time, the French tried the experiment of recruiting them from the 
civil ser\dce at home; but this also was found unsatisfactory. 

Finally, it was decided to establish a school or college for the special 
training of colonial officials, and this was done in 1888. The Ecole 
Coloniale is located in Paris and is maintained by the government 
in the same way as a military or naval academy. Admission is by 
competitive examination and the course extends over two years. 

All students pursue the same courses during the first year and then 
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specialise in one of the four sections into which the curriculum for 
the second year is divided. The studies include colonial history^ 
tropical economics, native languages, native law, and colonial 
administration. The number of graduates is held down by the 
high standards to a point where it is less than the number of annual 
vacancies. The best graduates are appointed to minor positions in 
the colonial ministry or are sent at once to the colonies. This school, 
however, does not have a complete monopoly, for some positions 
are still awarded by the minister of colonies at his discretion, and 
some are filled by competitive examinations open to all French 
citizens. 

For various reasons, the French have been less successful than 
the English in their role as colonizers. This is partly due to the 
combination of good judgment and good fortune which enabled 
the English, by their control of the seas, to take the best colonies 
of France away from her. But it is also because the French are not 
a migratory race, France has had no overpopulation, no surplus 
with which to people her dependencies. Even in Algeria the French 
are outnumbered by people of other Eui-opean races. The French- 
man loves his native soil, and well he may, for there is no portion 
of the earth’s surface more blest by nature than the tract that lies 
between the Rhine and the Pyrenees. Give a young Frenchman 
the assurance of a moderate income and he will rarely leave France 
for the chance of making a fortune elsewhere. The fairly equal dis- 
tribution of propert}^ among the French people, moreover, has de- 
prived France of that venturesome element, the penniless younger 
sons, who have played so large a part in the upbuilding of Greater 
Britain. Finally, something is attributable to the rigid economic 
policy which France has applied to her dependencies. The doc- 
trine of the open door has produced no rhapsodies in the French 
colonial office. The colonies have been discouraged from entering 
into close commercial relations with foreign countries, France has 
not been able to supply them with sufficient capital or initiative; 
on the other hand the French government has not been willing that 
foreign countries should do this. 

Unable to populate her colonies with emigrants froni home it 
might be assmned that France would welcome an influx from other 
countries. But this has not been the government’s attitude. All 
the colonies and protectorates of France are managed as though 
Frenchmen alone could possibly have any interest in them. The 
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laws, the commercial regulations, the rules relating to the exploi- 
tation of mines and forests, all favor the citizen as against the alien. 
The old mercantilist doctrine that colonies exist for the benefit 
of the mother country has been hard to submerge; it crops up at 
every turn. , 

Nevertheless France has found her colonial empire an expensive 
luxury. Ihere is not one of her colonies that really pays its own 
way when all the debits are reckoned in. This is not to imply, 
however, that France is making a failure of her imperial enter- 
prises. Bearing in mind her troubles at home and the difficulties 
with which she has to contend — the lack of a surplus population, 
the backwardness of the people in most of her dependencies, and 
the relative newness of her more important colonies — the marvel 
is that France has done so well. 


The most recent book in this field is Stephen H. Roberts, Histofy of 
French Colonial Policy, 1S70--192B (2 vols., London, 1929). Other useful 
volumes are A. Meggle, Le domaine colonial de la France; ses ressources et 
ses besoms (Paxis, 1922); V. Beauregard, U empire colonial de France 
(1 aiis, 1924); Albert Diichene, La politique colonial cle la France (Paris, 
1928) ; and G. Hardy, Histoire de la colonisation frangaise (Paris, 1928). 

^ 1 he more important la'vs and decrees relating to the French colonies are 
given in A. Merignhac, Precis de legislation et d’econotnie coloniale (Paris, 

1924) ; as well as in Rene Foignet, Manuel elementaire de legislation coloniale 
(Paris, 1924); and in Henri IMariol, Ahregee de legislation coloniale (Paris, 

1925) . Uannuaire colonial, published in Paris, gives up-to-date informa- 
tion and statistics. 

iMention may also be made of V. Picquet, Colonisation frangaise (Paris, 
1912), A. Sarraut, Misc en valeiir des colonies frangaise (Paris, 1923); and 
A. Girauit, Colonial Policy of France (Oxford, 1917). 
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CHAPTER XXXI 

THE RISE AND FALL OF THE GERMAN EAIPIRE 

The old political science was mistaken when it regarded the army as nothing 
but the servant of diplomacy, and gave it only a subordinate place in its polit- 
ical system. ... If power, within and without, is the very essence of the state, 
then the organization of the army must be one of the first cares of the consti- 
tution. ... It is the army which supports the state . — Heinrich von TreUschke. 

Wliat was generally supposed to be the strongest and most 
efficient government in the world went down with a crash in the 
first week of November, 1918. The collapse, so quick and complete, 
astounded everyone. The iron fist and the hoops of steel proved to 
be made of painted plaster. The rest of the world looked at the 
broken idol and wondered why a government could have been 
so weak when it seemed so strong. What is the explanation? How 
did the pre-war German government manage for so rnaiiy years to 
present the externals of vitality while developing internal deterio- 
ration? The answer involves some knowledge of the circumstances 
under which the empire came into being and of the governmental 
mechanism which it used. ^^To understand any problem,^’ Grover 
Cleveland once said, have to know how it came to be a prob- 
lem.” There are few great questions of comparative politics which 
can be understood without some knowledge of their historical 
background. 

The great mediaeval institution of feudalism developed not 
only in France but in the regions north of the Rhine. It pulverized 
these territories into hundreds of small principalities, duchies, 
margraves, bishoprics, fiefs, and free cities —all enjoying a large 
degree of independence although most of them were nominally 
included within the Holy Roman Empire. This wraith of an empire 
had an emperor who was chosen by a group of the leading civil 
and ecclesiastical princes, and the whole territoiy owed him a 
shadowy allegiance; but he had no plenary or coercive powers. 

Everyone has heard, of course, the -wisecrack of Voltaire that it 
was neither holy, nor Roman, nor an empire. It was not hoh" be- 
cause its head was a civilian; it was not Roman but largelj^ German; 
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and it was not an empire because it possessed no imperial unity. 
Founded on the accession of Otto the Great in 962 A. D. it wormed 
its way through all manner of tribulations down to the early days 
of the nineteenth century, but never managed to realise its ideal of 
welding all the states of Central Europe under a unified sway. Its 
long history is full of interest and brilliancy, of great personages 
and striking situations, but not of solid achievements. 

Among the various principalities which made up this nebulous 
confederation was the “mark^^ or principality of Brandenburg, 
ruled b}' the House of Hohenzollern. It was a small tract without 
any great advantages in the way of natural resources, and without 
access to the sea. During the later middle ages, how'ever, the prin- 
cipality began to grow^ both in size and in strength; its name Avas 
changed to Prussia, and its rulers began to call themselves electors 
of Prussia. Then came the Thirty Years War, in the course of 
winch territories were acquired, and Prussia became the sec- 
ond largest among the numerous German states. In 1701 its reign- 
ing elector took the title of king, andvOne of his successors, Fred- 
erick the Great, made some large additions to the kingdom, notably 
b}^ seizing the province of Silesia from Austria. During Frederick's 
reign (1740-1786) the population of Prussia w^as doubled and the 
kingdom became one of the great military powders of Europe. 

After the death of this strong monarch, how^ever, Prussia went 
stagnant. The army deteriorated and the government became 
corrupt. Accordinghq wlien Napoleon undertook to conquer the 
countiw in 1S06, he found the task a relatively eas\^ one. After his 
decisive victory at Jena he marched through Berlin to the Russian 
frontier and in the peace of Tilsit dictated his owm terms. Napoleon 
abolished the Hoh" Roman Empire — wdiat was left of it. He took 
away from Prussia nearly half her territory; he also extinguished 
many of the small German principalities, and combined the rest 
into a political entity knowm as the Confederation of the Rhine. 

Although the Napoleonic conquest and the subsequent terri- 
torial reorganizations seemed to the Prussians a series of great 
catastrophes they w^re in reality the prelude to a new and better 
era. They roused the country from its doldrums and forced a re- 
construction of its government. Napoleon’s hard terms impelled 
Prussia to modernize her economic system and put her army on a 
new‘ basis. True, the government of Prussia remained an absolut- 
ism, without an elective parliament; nevertheless great adniinis- 
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trative reforms were accomplished. A large measure of self-gov- 
ernment was given to the towns and rural districts. Napoleon 
insisted that the Prussian army should not exceed a prescribed 
miniiiium, whereupon the government set out to circumvent this 
restriction by a system of universal military training. Here were 
sown the seeds of that far-reaching militarism which enabled Prus- 
sia to throw off the Napoleonic yoke, to create a unified German 
empire, and ultimately to challenge the world in arms. 

Most important of all, the iron hand of the Corsican impressed 
upon all the German states a consciousness of their common 
interest. The real beginning of the movement for German unity 
dates from the humiliations of Jena and Tilsit. By extinguishing a 
large number of small states Napoleon cleared the ground for a 
new structure. He showed the people how to organize. For this 
reason, paradoxical as it may sound, Napoleon Bonaparte deserves 
a place among the makers of modern Germany. He forced Prussia 
to transform herself from a mediaeval to a modern state. And 
Prussia repaid him, when the opportunity came, by throwing her 
new army into the field against him at Waterloo. 

Being among the victorious allies, Prussia obtained some impor- 
tant territorial acquisitions at the Congress of Vienna in 1815, 
This congress also arranged that Austria, Prussia, and thirt}’*- 
seven smaller states (Bavaria, Baden, Hesse, Saxony, and the rest) 
should be joined together into a German federation or league of 
sovereign states. The governing organ of this federation was a 
Bundestag or Diet, made up of delegates from the various constit- 
uent states under the presidency of Austria. It somewhat resem- 
bled the Congress of the Confederation which existed in America 
during the years prior to the framing of the national constitu- 
tion. Like the latter it was empowered to declare ■war and make 
peace, to maintain an army and even to enact laws, but it had no 
power to tax and no power to borrow. It could exert no authority 
upon individual citizens, moreover, and had to act through the 
component kingdoms or principalities. Its procedure was even 
more complicated than that of the Congress at Philadelphia be- 
cause the various states of the confederation were unequal in 
voting power. 

The German Confederation of 1815 proved a fizzle from the out- 
set. This was largely because the delegates in the Diet ranged 
themselves into two factions, one led by Austria and the other by 
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Prussia. The two were evenly balanced, hence the proceedings were 
regularly deadlocked by their intense rivalry. Neither was strong 
enough to act, but each was strong enough to block the other. So 
the Diet could accomplish almost nothing, and the confederation 
became the butt of ridicule everywhere. ^'0 Bund^ Du Hundj Du 
hist nicht gesund!^^ was a jingle which indicated the popular attitude 
toward it. Nevertheless the Diet kept on meeting, wrangling, 
intriguing, doing very little to justify its existence, but hoping 
that some exit from its position of impotence might ultimately be 
found. . 

Meanwhile a i]iovement for changing the government of Prussia 
from an absolute to a constitutional monarchy was making head- 
way in that kingdom. Prussia had no constitution and no parlia- 
ment during this period. The king ruled his people with the aid 
of an appointive council. Several attempts were made to induce 
a liberalization of the government during the first half of the 
nineteenth century but nothing materialized until 1848 when the 
overthrow of the monarchy of France sent its echoes into Germany. 
Then the German liberals, inspired by the success of the French 
republicans, managed to procure the calling of a pan-German Con- 
gress, with members elected by manhood suffrage from all the 
states of the confederation. 

This congress or convention of nearly 600 delegates met at 
Frankfort-on-the-Main and proceeded to draft a new constitution, 
democratic in character, which would establish a unified German 
empire in place of the discredited confederation. The delegates 
had a great opportunity — as great as that which the fathers of 
the American Republic had utilized at Philadelphia sixty-one years 
befom. But they were too numerous, too badly divided in opinion, 
too visionary, and too uncompromising in their point of xdew. 
They wasted months in pedantic debates on the rights of man and 
the philosophy of government. Eventually they managed to agree 
upon a Constitution of the Gernian Empire^' which provided for 
a strong federation, with an emperor, a cabinet, and a double- 
chambered parliament, the lower house of which was to be chosen 
by manhood suffrage. The king of Prussia was to be ex-officio 
emperor. But the psychological moment had passed. The people 
had meanwhile become discouraged by the verbosity of their 
representatives. Their enthusiasm had waned and a reaction had 
set in. Austria, Prussia, and some of the other states refused to 
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ratify the plan; the king of Prussia declined, to serve, as emperor, 
and in the end the whole movement came to nothing. The old 
Diet resumed its sessions and things v/ent on as before. 

The fiasco of 1848, however, produced one indirect result; it 
alarmed the king of Prussia and inspired him to grant a constitu- 
tion on his own authority. This Prussian constitution of 1850 was 
far from being as democratic as the liberals desired, nevertheless it 
did establish a Prussian parliament with the lower chamber on a 
semi-popiilar basis. The liberals had hoped for manhood suffrage, 
but the king would not go so far. The best that he would do was to 
establish a four-class system of voting which gave the heavier tax- 
payers control of the elections. So Prussia, by the constitution of 
1850, established a system of government in which the whole 
people had a share, but not an equal share. This constitution, 
despite its illiberal suffrage provisions, remained in operation until 
the Revolution of 1918. Then it was abrogated, and in 1920 a new 
Prussian constitution was promulgated in its place. 

But if liberalism failed to make much headway in Prussia during 
the second half of the nineteenth century, nationalism had better 
fortune. The nationalist aspiration, the desire for a united Ger- 
many under Prussian leadership, had been first aroused during the 
struggle with Napoleon. It kept growing stronger during the next 
fifty years; but there was one great obstacle in the way of Prussia’s 
plans, to wit, the continued participation of Austria in German 
affairs. Here was a member of the confederation, a powerful mem- 
ber, peopled largely by Germans but not wdiolly so. For Austria 
contained large non-German elements such as Magyars, Czechs, 
Jugoslavs, and Poles. What the Prussian nationalists desired was a 
homogeneous empire, peopled by men and women of Teutonic 
stock, with a common language and common traditions. But in 
order to establish any such political entity it would first be neces- 
sary to thrust Austria out of the German confederation. And 
Austria, of course, would never consent to this except under armed 
compulsion. 

Such was the situation as it shaped itself in the early sixties. 
Should Prussia undertake to unify the German states at the price 
of a war with Austria? There was at least one Prussian statesman 
who had no misgivings as to the right answer. This was Count 
Bismarck, who became prime minister of Prussia in 1862. He 
bluntly told his parliament that German unity could never be 
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achieved speeches and resolutions, but only by “blood and 
iron.” Diplomacy of the Bkit-Eisen type, however, could not hope 
to be successful without a large army, and the Prussian parliament 
would not give Bismarck the money or the men for an increased 
military establishment. Thereupon the prime minister induced 
the king to dissolve parliament and for four years he ruled Prussia 
without one, levying taxes, borrowing money, and using the pro- 
ceeds to build up a powerful military machine. Then, when the 
opportune time arrived, he let the friction between the two coun- 
tries develop into an open rupture and the Austro-Prussian war 
began ill the summer of 1866.^ 

It was a short war. Within six weeks the Prussians overwhelmed 
the Austrians at Koniggriitz (Sadowa) and marched to the gates of 
Vienna where they dictated their terms of peace. Austria, under 
the circumstances, w^as let off rather leniently. No territory was 
taken from her, but she was compelled to withdraw from German 
politics and to agree that a new and more closely-knit federation 
of German states (with herself excluded) should be created to re- 
place the old one. German unity, not territorial annexations, was 
what Bismarck sought at this stage. When the king of Prussia 
remonstrated wdth him that Austria had been in the wrong and 
ought to be punished b}^ a deprivation of some territory, Bismarck 
replied: “We are not here to punish Austria; we are here to pursue 
German policy.” But some of the smaller German states which 
had assisted Austria during the war were annexed without any such 
compimction. 

There was a general expectation that a victorious war with 
Austria would clear aw’'ay all the obstacles to a unification of the 
German states, but this did not turn out to be the case. The War 
of 1866 aroused France to the danger which was about to be created 
on her northern border. It impelled Napoleon III to mobilize the 
French army and to announce that a union of all the German states 
would not be permitted. The French government, remembering 

^ The story of the quarrel which precipitated this war is somewhat complicated 
and need not be told in detail here. The essentials are as follows: Prussia suggested 
to Austria that the two join hands in compelling Denmark to give up the provinces 
of Schleswig-Holstein which were members of the German confederation and largely 
peopled by Germans, Austria agreed and the two states Jomtly made war on Den- 
mark. They were successful in wresting the two provinces from the Danes; but fric- 
tion then arose between themselves as to the division of the spoils. W’hen the rela- 
tions between the two countries had become badly strained by this friction Bismarck 
projiosed the exclusion of Austria from the confederatioa. 
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that self-preservation is the first law of natnrej took the grounci 
that the establishment of an all-inclusive Teutonic nation would 
upset the balance of power, endanger the peace of Europe, and 
threaten the security of the French people. Bismarck, of course, 
did not think it good policy to wage two wars simultaneous^, or 
in such quick succession, so he reluctantly agreed that four South 
German states (Bavaria, Baden, Hesse-Darmstadt, and Wilrttem- 
berg) would be left out of his new federation. It was agreed that 
these four states might, if they chose, form a separate federation 
among themselves, and thus provide a counterpoise to Bismarck’s 
aggression; but they took no steps in this direction. On the con- 
trary they soon entered into close military and economic relations 
with their North German neighbors. 

Instead of a pan-German federation, therefore, Bismarck had to 
content himself with a confederation of the German states north of 
the Main. These states numbered twenty-two in all. Prussia now 
found herself a giant among liliputians, being larger in area and 
in population than the other twenty-one states put together. A 
federal constitution was needed, and Bismarck provided it. He did 
not summon a constitutional convention to draft this document 
but undertook the work single-handed. It is said that he dictated 
the whole thing in one afternoon. Then he called a convention of 
delegates from the various states to discuss his draft. They ac- 
cepted it and it was subsequently ratified, with a few changes, by 
the first Reichstag of the new federation which met in 1867. This 
constitution served the North German federation until 1871, when 
the four South German states came into the union. Then, with 
some alterations, it became the Constitution of the German empire 
and so remained until the Revolution of 1918. 

For the moment France had been able to impose a veto upon the 
Prussian plans, but it was not to be expected that the nationalist 
aspirations of the German people could be permanently thwarted 
in this way. With Bismarck still in power it was inevitable that the 
French, like the Austrians, would soon have to give wsbj or fight. 
And so it came to pass. Four years after he had finished with 
Austria, Bismarck saw the relations between Prussia and France 
approach the breaking point, A war with France was essential 
to the fulfilment of his program. Whether he tried to promote a 
clash between the two countries has been a matter of controversy; 
he certainly did nothing to avoid it. Perhaps it is not unfair to sug- 
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gest that France was the original sinner in having attempted to 
prevent the unification of Germany, thus denying to the German 
people the right to settle their own affairs, and was also at fault 
in making other unreasonable demands on the eve of the conflict, 
but that Bismarck was the agent-provocateur who fanned the spark 
into flamesd 

The immediate question upon which the two countries went to 
war in 1870 was not of great importance; it would never have led to 
hostilities if the general relations between France and Prussia 
had been cordial. It concerned the selection of a Prussian prince 
for the then-vacant throne of Spain. The French declared that 
they would not tolerate Prussian monarchs both north and south 
of them. Napoleon III and his advisers insisted that the Prussian 
prince must decline the proffered Spanish kingship — which he did. 
But this withdrawal did not settle the issue, for the French govern- 
ment thereupon requested from Prussia an assurance that the 
Spanish candidacy would not be revived at some later time. 
Such an assurance the Prussian government declared it could not 
give. Meanwhile both countries worked themselves into a war 
fervor, and by garbling an official telegram Bismarck touched off 
the explosion. 

When the campaign began all the states of the North Gemian 
confederation made common cause with Prussia, and so did the 
four South German states which had been left out of the confedera- 
tion in 1867. Everjdhing had been thoroughly prepared by Bis- 
marck and Von Moltke, the latter being head of the military 
organization. The French, as the outcome soon showed, were no 
match for their opponents in organization, in leadership, or in 
readiness. The w^ar was short and decisive; within two months 
France had been overwhelmed, her largest army forced to capitu- 
late, her emperor taken prisoner, and Paris besieged. While the 
German forces were still beleaguering the French capital Bismarck 
hastened to finish his program. The North German confederation 
was enlarged by taking in the four southern states and its name was 
now- changed to the German empire. The proclamation of the new 
empire w^as made at Versailles on January 18, 1871. 

This change of name did not require the making of a new con- 

^ Those who lire interested in this subject will find a very readable discussion of 
it, with all the supporting doeuments, in Robert H. Lord’s volume on The OH- 
gim of the JVar of 1S70 {Cambridge^ 1924:) » 
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stitution. The king- of Prussia, who had been president of the con- 
federation, merely assumed the title German Emperor. The par- 
liament of the confederation, with its two chambers (Bundesrat 
and Reichstag), became the parliament of the empire. The rela- 
tions between the empire and the states were somewhat clarified 
by a few verbal changes in the constitution of 1867, and some 
special concessions were granted to the newly-admitted states, 
especially to Bavaria. Otherwise the constitution of 1867 was re- 
tained intact. 

Now although this imperial constitution went into the discard 
during the early days of November, 1918, with none to do it rever- 
ence, the student of comparative government cannot lightly dis- 
miss it from his mind. For the study of government does not con- 
fine itself to successful ventures alone. Great failures in the political 
field also caiT}? their lessons — or ought to do so — and the German 
imperial government during the years 1871-1918 represents one 
of the great political failures of modern times. The collapse of the 
Czarist regime in Russia was no surprise to anyone who knew that 
country. Nor was the break-up of the old government in Austria- 
Hungary, for it was never regarded, either at home or abroad, as 
anything moz^e than a clumsy makeshift. 

But the government of the German empire had come to be looked 
upon as one of the highly stabilized governments of the world. The 
majority of the German people were convinced that it had no peer 
among the governments of other countries. It is true, of course, 
that considerable elements among the people, the Social Democrats 
especially, desired to have some of its features liberalized; but 
only a small group of extremists went so far as to demand the entire 
abolition of the imperial system. Nor was this admiration confined 
to Germany. The old German government was highly praised by 
political scientists in other countries. Judged by its results there 
seemed to be good reason for its prestige. The German empire, 
during the forty years following its creation, kept steadily growing 
in population, wealth, influence, and outward strength. 

Then, in 1914, came the outbreak of the world war and with it 
a complete revulsion of attitude in the allied and neutral countries. 
The whole fabric of German government was denounced as des- 
potic, militaristic, a menace to the cause of democracy and to the 
well-being of the world; Even among the German people an atti- 
tude of hostility began to develop as the war dragged on, and when 
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the hope of victory disappeared they tore their constitution into 
shreds. ThiiSj in the end, the imperial government found itself 
condemned by public opinion in all the allied countries, in most 
neutral countries, and even in Germany itself. It went to its demise 
in a cloudburst of vituperation. 

To the student of political institutions this collapse is more Some out- 
mstructive than was the overthrow of the old Bourbon monarchy feaSof 
in France, or the breakdown of the Romanoff empire in Russia. 

In both these instances the government had existed without the tiom ^ ^ 
confidence of the people, supporting itself by military force and 
repression. But the German imperial government, prior to 1914, 
was not based on coercion. It embodied the forms of popular rule; 
it accorded manhood suffrage ; it accepted the principle that no 
taxes should be levied without the consent of the people given 
through their representatives. 

The imperial constitution, indeed, had some notable merits, tts notable 
It was a concise, clear, and practical document — the work of a man 
who knew exactty what he wanted and did not waste words in say- 
ing it. It established a strong executive. It centralized the re- 
sponsibility for administration. It was relatively easy to amend. 

Bismarck, who framed the document, believed that this facility 
for amendment would give the imperial constitution the capacity 
to grow and develop like the constitution of Great Britain. It did 
grow and develop to some extent — but in the wrong direction. 

The government which it established became steadily more cen- 
tralized and less democratic. Its unresponsive character became 
more and more pronounced. 

The German empire which collapsed in 1918 was a federalism Character 
made up of twenty-five kingdoms, grand duchies, duchies, princi- 
palities, and free cities.^ Of these Prussia was by far the largest 
both in area and in population, being larger than the other twenty- 
four states of the empire put together. The German empire was 
not, therefore, a federation of equals. To use a well-known meta- 
phor it was a compact betw^een ^^a lion, a half-dozen foxes, and a 
score of mice.'^ In the American union some states are larger in 

^ Tiiere were four kingdoms — Prussia, Bavaria, Saxony, and Wiirttemberg; six 
grand ^duchies Baden, Hesse, Meckleiiburg-Strelitz, Mecklenburg-Schwerin, 
Saxe-Weimar, and Oldenburg; five duchies— Brunswick, Saxe-Meiningen, Anhalt, 

Saxe-Coburg, and Saxc-Altenburg; seven principalities — Waldeck, Lippe, Schwarz- 
burg-RodoIstadt, Schwarzburg-Sonderhausen, Eeuss (eider line), Reuss (younger 
line), Schaumberg-Lippe; and three free cities — Hamburg, Liibeck, and Bremen, 

In addition there was the “imperial territory’* of Alsace-Lorraine, 
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area and more populous than others. Texas has a hundred times 
the area of Rhode Island; New York has a hundred times the pop- 
ulation of Nevada, But no state is so great as to dwarf all the rest. 
To concentrate half the population of this country it would be 
necessary to combine eight or ten states. But imagine an American 
union in which one state extended over the entire country east of 
the Mississippi and contained nearly sixty per cent of the total 
population ! Obviously it would be impossible to keep this leviathan 
from electing one president after another, controlling a majority in 
the House of Representatives, and exercising a dominant influence 
upon all questions of national policy. Prussia, among the German 
states, occupied that position. As the lion of the compact she in- 
sisted on having the lion’s share. Hence the German empire, 
although federal in form, was not federal in the American sense. 
Prussia governed the country with a certain amount of reluctant 
deference to the wishes of the other states. This fact is worth 
emphasis because it explains a good many things that would other- 
wise be inexplicable. 

One of its In one sense the empire was actually federal, for the constitution 
divided the field of governmental powers between the imperial and 
state authorities. This it could readily afford to do because with 
Prussia donunating the policy of the empire, it made little differ- 
ence whether a certain function was lodged in one hand or the 
other — whether it was made an imperial or a state function. At 
any rate the constitution was generous in the degree of authority 
which it left to the various states. The imperial authorities were 
given authority over such matters as foreign relations, foreign 
trade, the army and nav^q taxation and borrowing, railroads, 
canals, the postal and telegraph services, currency and banking, 
patents and copyrights, weights and measures, the regulation of 
industry, censorship, and so on. In addition the entire field of 
criminal and civil lawmaking, and of judicial procedure, w’^as turned 
over to the imperial parliament. On the other hand the actual 
administration of these functions was largely (though by no means 
entirely) devolved upon the twenty-five states. 

^^^parison Here was a conspicuous difference between the German and the 

United American way of apportioning power between the national and 

States. governments. It deserves special mention because the dif- 

ference still exists under the new republican constitution of Ger- 
many. In the United States, when Congress passes a law, the 
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enforcement is undertaken by the federal officers, and the Inter- 
pretation of the law is entrusted to the federal courts. When, 
for example, Congress passed the Clayton Act in 1914, it set up 
a federal trade commission with authority to administer the pro- 
visions of the act. This commission has its own agents, investiga- 
tors, and inspectors; and when they discover violations of the law 
they report the matter for prosecution in the federal courts. 

But this has never been the German way of doing things. The 
imperial parliament enacted laws on matters within its jurisdic- 
tion, but in almost all cases it devolved the administration of these 
laws upon the state authorities. For this reason the central govern- 
ment had an astonishingly small number of officials. Members of 
the diplomatic and consular services were appointed by the im- 
perial government, as were the chief officials of the postal and tele- 
graphic services, and some other high functionaries; but most of 
the postmasters and postmen, customs officers, collectors of in- 
ternal revenue, district attorneys, court officers, and others who 
figure so largely on the federal pay roll in America — these were 
appointed by the governments of the individual German states. 

The chief official of the old empire was the kaiser. When the The kaiser. 
North German confederation was formed in 1867 it was decided 
to have a presidency and the king of Prussia was given this posi- 
tion. Then, four years later, amid the patriotic fervor which had 
been aroused by the ^nctorious war with France, he ceased to be 
merely president of the federation and took the imperial title. By 
so doing he acquired, however, no additional powers. No imperial 
throne was set up, no imperial salaiy provided, no imperial palaces 
placed at the emperor’s disposal. It was assumed that his salarjq 
palaces, and throne as king of Prussia would suffice. As king of 
Prussia he was already territorial sovereign over about three-fifths 
of the German territory. Over the remaining two-fifths he merely 
continued to be the head of a federation, with relatively little 
authority. 

This distinction between his powers as king of Prussia and his 
powm’s as German emperor was not appreciated by the world at 
large. Outside Gemiany everybody assumed that the authority 
of the emperor applied uniformly throughout his empire — to 
Prussia, Bavaria, and Saxony alike. But most of his powers were 
royal powers; very few of them were imperial. When he conferred 
on some distinguished visitor, for example, the Order of the Red 
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Eagle, or similar decoration, the newspapers of the world an- 
nounced it as the action of the German emperor. But it was in 
fact the action of the Prussian king. As emperor he had no deco- 
rations to bestow. The executive authority of the German empire, 
in fact, was exercised by the rulers of several states and free cities, 
among whom the king of Prussia was merely primus inter pares 
with the imperial dignity attached to him. It is impossible for any- 
one to understand the spirit of the old German government unless 
he gets this point clearly in mind. 

■ As emperor, the king of Prussia had important executive powers 
in only two fields of government — national defense and foreign 
relations. He was commander-in-chief of the armed forces of the 
empire. As such he supervised the organization of the German 
army in time of peace and had absolute authority over it in time 
of war. The emperor was also commander-in-chief of the na\^’', 
with similar authority. The constitution gave him power to de- 
clare war, but provided that the consent of the Bimdesrat or upper 
chamber of the imperial parliament should also be necessaiy except 
in the case of an attack upon the empire. In such cases he could 
declare war alone. 

The conduct of foreign relations was also in the ernperorls hands. 
He appointed the German ambassadors to other countries, gave 
them their instructions, received ambassadors from abroad, and 
exercised a general supervision over all diplomatic negotiations. 
In this field he possessed the same powers that belong to the Presi- 
dent of the United States. But he had a further power which the 
President does not possess— namely, that of ^‘entering into alli- 
ances and treaties with foreign states.” This he had the right to do 
without consulting either branch of the German parliament unless 
the treaty happened to require parliamentary legislation for cany- 
ing its provisions into effect. If, for example, the treaty pledged a 
reduction of the German tariff , or the payment of a sum of money, 
or the cession of German territory, the emperor could not carry 
out these pledges without the cooperation of the German parlia- 
ment.:' 

It was in these two fields of government, national defense, and 
foreign relations, that the emperor found scope for the exercise of 
his personal influence. His authority here was direct and decisive. 
Bismarck, when he wrote those provisions in the constitution, 
was thinking of his old master, William I. He felt sure that this 
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monarch .would move cautiously in all matters pertaining to war 
and diplomacy. But Bismarck’s old master could not. live and 
reign forever. He died in 1888 and the imperial authority soon 
passed to his grandson, a monarch of different stripe, devoid of the 
old emperor’s circumspection. ' And William II undertook to exer» 
else a personal supervision over military and diplomatic matters 
although he lacked the qualities that were essential to success in 
either field. The collapse of the imperial power in 1918 was funda- 
mentally due to a long succession of blunders made by William II 
in military, naval, and diplomatic policy — the domains of govern- 
ment in which the constitution vested him with full power. 

As respects ordinary executive powers, on the other hand, the 
emperor was not well endowed by the old constitution. He was 
authorized to convene both chambers of the imperial parliament 
and to dissolve the lower house with the consent of the upper 
chamber. He was given the duty of promulgating all laws passed 
by parliament ; but he had no veto power, either absolute or quali- 
fied. When a bill passed the two chambers it became a law. But 
as king of Prussia he had what was in fact a veto, for he controlled 
more than a third of the members in the upper house and could 
usually secure enough additional votes to defeat any measure 
which he did not favor. As for amendments to the constitution 
(which required more than a majority vote) his control of the large 
Prussian delegation in the upper house gave him an absolute veto. 

During the years 1871-1918 Germany had three emperors. 
William I, who had been king of Prussia since 1860, w^as proclaimed 
at Versailles in 1871. In as much as William was born in 1797 he 
W'ES seventy-four years old when he became emperor; nevertheless 
he held the throne until 1888.^ The old emperor was a soldier by 
temperament and training without much grasp of statecraft, yet 
he had the most useful quality that any ruler of men can possess— 
that is, the ability to choose and keep advisers more capable than 
himself. . ■ ■ 

On his death in 1888 the Prussian throne (and with it the impe- 
rial title) passed to his eldest son, Frederick. But Frederick was 
seriously ill at the time of his accession and died within a few 
months. Thereupon Germany went under the leadership of her 

^ He had the remarkable experience of entering Paris in 1815 after the overthrow 
of Napoleon I at W^aterloo, and again entering the city at the head of his troops in 
1871 after the collapse of Napoleon III. 
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third kaiser,, who took the title of William .II. In addition to being 
young, the new emperor was known to be impulsive, ambitious, 
and self-confident. For the moment he retained Bismarck as his 
chancellor but the two soon became estranged and parted company. 
Thereafter the emperor virtually served as his own chancellor 
although various statesmen were permitted to bear the title. From 
1890 to the outbreak of the world war he made himself a domi- 
nating influence in all branches of imperial policy. He took a keen 
personal interest in the army, in the upbuilding of a nsivy, and in the 
conduct of foreign relations. In point of mental capacity he was not 
inferior to his grandfather, but he lacked the old emperor's shrewd- 
ness. His political views were reactionary; he openly avowed him- 
self a monarch by divine right. In the field of diplomacy and inter- 
national relations his ineptitude was phenomenal, and it appeared 
to become more so as he grew older. When he came to the throne, 
William II was an enigma, and he remained a good deal of a puzzle, 
even to his own people, duiing the thirty years of his reign. 

The imperial constitution of 1871-1918 made no provision for 
a cabinet. Bismarck argued that the structure of the Geiman 
imperial government did not lend itself to a ministerial system such 
as existed in England, but the fact was that he desired to be the 
emperor's sole adviser. What he wanted was a one-man cabinet. 
He was ready to have subordinates but not colleagues. So he pro- 
vided in the constitution that there should be a chancellor, ap- 
pointed by the emperor to countersign the imperial orders and 
thereby become responsible for them. Responsible to whom? 
Not to the German parliament, but to the emperor alone. 

Here was a curious arrangement, with nothing akin to it in any 
other coimtiy. The explanation is that Bismarck, in drafting the 
constitution, created the sort of ofSce that he himself desired to 
occupy. He made it the pivotal point in imperial administration, 
for he stipulated that the chancellor should preside in the Bun- 
desrat and should also be entitled to participate in the debates of 
the Reichstag. He also made it possible to combine the cliancel- 
lorship with the office of Prussian prime minister, for he intended 
to occupy both positions. And so long as he was in power he clung 
to both. For nineteen years, from 1871 to 1890, he was the real 
ruler of the German empire with greater powers than pertained to 
a premier in any other country. Around him he gathered a group 
of high officials who were called ministers but who were merely the 
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chancellor’s subordinates. Their tenure depended on his beck and 
nod. They were in office to do his bidding. Students of govern- 
ment ought to know something about this remarkable man, com- 
monly acclaimed as the greatest German since the days of Luther, 
wffio i*ose in ten years from relative obscurity to be the idol of forty 
million people. 

Otto von Bismarck was born in 1815, the son of a Prussian land- 
owner. He received a good education and entered political life 
while still a young man. In the Prussian Landtag, or legislature, 
he attracted attention by his vigorous support of the crown. In 
due course he was appointed a member of the old federal Diet 
which, it will be remembered, was trying to reconcile the interests 
of the federated German states, Austria included. Growing tired 
of the 'wranglings in this body he secured a place in the diplomatic 
service and finally became Prussian minister to France. He was 
occupying this post when William I summoned him from Paris in 
1862, and appointed him prime minister of Prussia. 

Bismarck assumed his new post with clear objectives in view. 
The gist of his political philosophy has already been stated, but 
it will bear repetition because its effects were so far-reaching. It 
made Germany an empire, France a republic, and Italy a kingdom. 
Briefly, the Bismarckian credo may be summed up in this way: 
^‘The German states must be welded together into a closer union 
under Prussia’s leadership. To accomplish this, Austria must be 
ejected from all part in German affairs. This will mean wars, and 
to win wars Prussia must have an all-conquering army. If parlia- 
ment wfill not help build up such an army, then parliament must be 
sacrificed. Nothing must stand in the way of Gennan unity,” 

This policy he carried through without a quiver of conscience 
although it took three 'wars to do it. Within a period of seven years 
he dictated his own terms of peace to Denmark, Austria, and 
France. Meanwhile he drafted a constitution, established a new 
confederation, and transformed it into an empire. No ordinary 
man could have done thovse things, and Bismarck was not of 
common clay. In physique he was big and powerful, with strength 
written in ever}’^ line of an iron countenance. A tireless worker, 
clear in his conceptions, he was daunted by no obstacle ho'wever 
great. He had no scruples in dealing with his opponents, and 
his ethical standards as applied to diplomacy left something to be 
desired. Hence his critics called him a Machiavellian — one to whom 
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gave no hostages to chance. '^One war at a time” was the goal of 
his diplomatic strategy. Germans must never get into a war on 
two fronts with the odds against them. So he kept his wars lo- 
calized. He cajoled France while he dealt with Austria. Then he 
humored Austria while he squared accounts with France. All the 
while he cultivated the friendship of Russia and scrupulously re- 
frained from antagonizing England. It is inconceivable that Bis- 
marck would ever have let his country get into a conflict with half 
the world as it did in 1914-1918. 

The iron Pomeranian ceased to be chancellor of the empire and 
prime minister of Prussia in 1890. William II had come to the 
throne two years earlier. A difference of opinion arose between the 
two and the chancellor submitted his resignation. This procedure 
had ah¥ays brought the old emperor to terms, but with the im- 
pulsive and self-confident young kaiser it did not avail. Much to 
Bismarck’s surprise and chagrin the resignation was promptly 
accepted. The ex-chancellor did not take his dismissal in good part 
but became a severe critic of his imperial sovereign, thus creat- 
ing a situation that was embarrassing to all concerned. He 
died in 1898, but before his death a reconciliation had taken 
place. 

Bismarck was succeeded as chancellor by Caprivi, an army 
officer and personal friend of the emperor, who had no special 
qualifications for the post. This appointment meant that William 
II intended to be emperor, chancellor, and prime minister all in 
one. As it turned out, Caprm was not able to placate the Reichs- 
tag, so he gave way in 1894 to Hohenlohe, an elderly parliamen- 
tarian who was deemed to be a better floor leader. Six years later 
Hohenlohe was succeeded by Btilow who continued in office until 
replaced by Bethmann-Hollweg, The latter was chancellor at the 
outbreak of the war and remained at his post till 1917 when a series 
of rapid changes followed. Then Germany had four chancellors 
in about a year — Michaelis, Hertling, Prince Max of Baden, and 
Ebert. The last-named took over the office during the transition 
to the republic. 

Under the constitution of 1871 the German imperial parliament 
consisted of two ehambei’s — an upper house, or Bundesrat, and a 
lower house, or Reichstag, The first was assumed to represent the 
states and the second the people. The Bundesrat had fifty-eight 
members appointed by the heads of Prussia, Bavaria, Saxony, and 
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the other state governments. These members were not distributed 
among the states equalty (as in the Senate of the United States) 
nor were thej^ allotted in exact ratio to population. The basis of 
representation was a compromise between the two. Every state 
had at least one member; several had two, four, or six members; 
Prussia had seventeen. Prussia thus controlled less than a third of 
the whole membership although her population would have en- 
titled her to more than half. 

The members of the Bundesrat were not appointed for fixed 
terms and could be recalled by their respective states at -wiil. They 
voted in accordance with instructions from home, and for that 
reason every state-delegation in the Bundesrat always voted as a 
unit. Any member of the delegation could cast his state’s vote; it 
was not essential that the other members of the delegation be pres- 
ent. The Bundesrat, from this point of view, was an assemblage 
of ambassadors rather than a body of senators. 

Writers pointed out, many years ago, that the Bundesrat was 
unlike any other body in the world. It was not an international 
conference, being part of a constitutional s^^stem, and having a 
share in the making of laws. Nor was it a deliberative assembly, 
because the delegates voted according to instructions. Its sessions 
were secret. It had some executive powers. In short the Bundesrat 
was an assembly of sovereign states by proxy. 

The Reichstag, on the other hand, was a body of nearly four 
hundred nyenaber^ elected from single-member constituencies on 
the basis of manhood suffrage. The constitution did not prescribe 
that a general redistricting must be made at stated intervals, and 
^jthere was none during the entire history of the empire. As a conse- 
quence the districts became very unequal in population. Rural 
constituencies, which liad declined at each census, retained their 
original representation, while the rapidly growing industrial towms 
got no additional members. There was a great shifting in the 
German population during the yeai’s 1871-1918 but* no readjust- 
ment of representation in the Reichstag. The situation was some- 
thing like that which existed in England prior to the reform of 1832 
although by no means so bad. And the reason w^as the same in both 
cases. Those who had the power wanted to keep it. In Germany 
the rural districts usually elected Conservatives, Centrists, or 
Liberals, while the industrial cities chose Social Democrats. A 
redistricting on a basis of population would merely have increased 
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the Socialist strength in the Reichstag, hence the other parties 
joined in opposing it. 

In general the two chambers had an equal part in lawmaking, 
but the Bundesrat became the dominating branch of the imperial 
parliament. Nearly all important bills originated there. The 
Reichstag, moreover, could be dissolved at any time by the em- 
peror with the Bundesrat^s consent, and on several occasions it 
was dissolved w^hen it refused to concur with the latter on impor- 
tant measures of legislation. But the chief reason for the Reichstag^s 
failure to become a powerful factor in imperial policy was the 
absence of an}^ means by which it could control the executive. 
The chancellor was not responsible to it, nor could his subordinates 
be called to account by its members. The rules of the Reichstag 
provided for interpellations, as in France, but an adverse vote at 
the close of a debate was never followed by any ministerial resigna- 
tions. Hence the interpellation procedure in Germany performed 
no service except to give members of the Reichstag an opportunity 
to air their grievances. 

There remained the power of the purse. This, it might be 
thought, would have enabled the Reichstag to make its aiithorit};^ 
felt, for the budget had to be voted annually and needed the Reichs- 
tag’s assent. Why, then, could not the representatives of the 
people bring the emperor and his advisers to terms by refusing to 
supply the government with funds? There was a reason why this 
could not be done, namely, because of the constitutional doctrine 
that no existing governmental enterprise could be abolished or 
weakened by the refusal of one chamber to supply the funds nec- 
essary for its support. 

The argument on this point was not wholly without force. Every 
imperial institution or enterprise (such as the ministry of the in- 
terior, the war college, or the system of old age pensions, for ex- 
ample) had been established with the assent of both chambers. 
Being established in this way it ought not to be abolished or weak- 
ened except by action of both. So when the Reichstag declined to 
vote the necessary appropriation for any established branch of 
the imperial service the executive authorities nevertheless w^ent 
ahead and maintained it out of whatever public funds were avail- 
able. It was similarly held that the Reichstag, acting alone, 
could not take away from the government any existing source 
of revenue. 
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■ Having no real control over the policy of the executive, the 
Reichstag became a chamber of echoes. It received bills from the 
Bundesrat, went through the gesture of referring them to com- 
mittees, debated them, amended and compromised when it could, 
and in the end gave its assent. When it proved obdurate on any 
important measure a threat of dissolution could be used to mellow 
its attitude. No single political party ever managed to obtain a 
clear majority in the Reichstag, and the chancellors were able to 
play off one faction against another. They knew the ambitions of 
each. They could concede a little here and a little there, thus gather- 
ing enough votes to get their measures through. Yet the Reichstag 
had all the externals of a democratic chamber. Its members were 
chosen by manhood suffrage and no law could be enacted without 
their consent. But its activities were largely negative and it failed 
to exemplify the principle of popular so vereignty. It was not a 
House of Commons or a Chamber of Deputies. 

The old German government, in its spirit and faults, cannot be 
properly understood unless one knows something about the ad- 
ministration of Prussia, for Prussia dominated the empire. Prussia, 
as has been said, is larger than all the other German states put 
together. Its government, before the war, rested on a constitution 
which had been granted by the king in 1850. This constitution 
provided for a prime minister and a ministry but did not make them 
responsible to the Prussian parliament. It established two cham- 
bers — a House of Lords, as in England, and a House of Repre- 
sentatives chosen by a complicated system of voting in which the 
voters were ranged into four classes based upon the amount of 
taxes paid by them. Each class elected one-fourth of the total 
membership. The result was to give control of the house to the 
larger taxpayers. The wage-earning voters elected one-fourth of 
the whole. Prussia thus did not have even the externals of demo- 
cratic government. Its government became and remained a bureau- 
cracy, completely dominated by officials whom the representatives 
of the people did not control. This Prussian philosophy of govern- 
ment permeated the whole imperial structure. 

Germany, as Bismarck once said, owed more to her ainnies than 
to her parliaments.^’ The first chancellor gave up the helm in 1890, 
but his maxims of politics did not depart with him. Ballots are 
yours, but bullets are mine,” said the kaiser to his people after 
Bismarck had gone. The army and navy continued to be the first 
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care" of the imperial authorities. The task of bringing the armed 
forces of the empire to the highest pitch of strength and efficiency 
seemed to be vastty more important than that of making ministers 
responsible or developing a sound political spirit among the people. 
War was asserted b}^ some German philosophers to be a biolog- 
ical necessity^ and the only way of applying the law of the sur- 
vival of the fittest among nations. Germany must have place 
in the sun/^ it w’-as said. Her only alternatives were Weltmacht oder 
Niedergangj so the people were assured. Her naval officers, at mess, 
drank toasts ‘Ho the dajP’ — when they would meet the British 
fleet in battle for the supremacy of the seas. Thus the force com- 
plex dominated every phase of German life. And they that 
take the sword shall perish with the sword. ^ It is an old admoni- 
tion, but a sound one as the world discovered anew in 1918. 

Three reasons have dictated the outline of imperial government 
which has been given in the foregoing pages. In the first place, as 
has been said, the student of government should not be oblivious 
to the lesson that a government may be outwardly strong while 
it is inwardly w^eak. He should learn not to be deceived by the 
appearance of things. No matter how vigorous a government may 
seem to be, it is insecure unless it rests upon a consciousness of 
consent among its people. In the second place no one can under- 
stand the government of the German Republic, as it is being con- 
ducted to-day, without some knowledge of the old regime, and, 
what is more, some appreciation of the old political psychology. 
For it is by no means certain that the Gernian national temper has 
as yet undergone a substantial change. Finally, it is quite possible 
that the imperial government may be restored in Germany — not as 
it was during the years preceding 1918 but in a somewhat liberal- 
ized form. The first republic did not endure in France, nor did the 
second. Even the third attempt seemed for a time doomed to 
failure. Germany may do better, but that will be for the historians 
of the next generation to record. 

The old German government came to an end on November 9, 
1918. But before the outbreak of the war it was becoming apparent 
that the autocracy had lost its hold on some elements among the 
people. The Social Democrats were growing bolder in their de- 
mand for various reforms, — for the establishment of ministerial 
responsibility, for the abolition of the four-class system in Prus- 

^ Matthew XX vi, 52. 
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sian elections, and for a redistribution of seats in the Reichstag. 
In 1908 the emperor promised adherence to ‘^the principle’^ of 
constitutional responsibility, but he took care not to adopt the 
practice of it. This was shown in 1913 when the Reichstag voted 
its lack of confidence in the imperial chancellor and demanded his 
resignation; whereupon the chancellor retorted that he held him- 
self responsible to the emperor alone. 

Inter arma silent leges. Politics also are silenced' in war time. 
For a time the w^ar solidified public opinion in Geiiiiaiiy, stilled all 
criticism of the government, and quieted the clamor for political 
reform. The Social Democrats joined with the other parties in 
voting huge war appropriations and in granting the govermiient 
ever}dhmg it asked for. The early German victories aroused nation- 
wide enthusiasm, and in the ardor of the moment nobody gave 
thought to questions of suffrage, redistribution, or ministerial 
responsibility. The military leaders virtually dominated the course 
of political and diplomatic policy during the years 1914'-1917. That 
is not surprising. The German people believed, almost to a man, 
that they were fighting for their national existence in a war that 
had been forced upon them by a great European conspiracy. 

This domination of political policy by the militarists was all 
very well so long as the speedy triumph of the Geniian forces 
seemed to be assured. But the great conflict presently developed 
into a war of positions which meant that it -would be a long war 
and possibly not a decisive one. The masses of the people w-ere 
called upon to undergo deprivations and hardships o wing to the 
food shortage. Signs of war \veariness began to appear as the con- 
flict lengthened, and the spirit of political unrest again sliow^ed it- 
self. At first the authorities undertook to silence all such mutter- 
ings with a stern hand. Newspapers which indulged in criticism 
of the government were suppressed; individual agitators -were 
either thrown into jail or drafted into the military service and sent 
to the front. But it gradually became apparent that these tactics 
would not avail, for in spite of glowing official reports and high- 
powered propaganda the restlessness kept increasing. Thereupon 
the government decided that it would be -vuse to quiet the clamor 
by promising some constitutional reforms, with the proviso, how- 
ever, that they should not go into effect until after the war. 

At this stage there intervened two events of far-reaching impor- 
tance, both of them tending (although in different ways) to spread 
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internal unrest beyond the German government's control. The i. The 
first was the Russian revolution of March, 1917, which roused new revSlTtion. 
hopes among the German Social Democrats. What the Russian 
people had done to czarism, they believed, the German people 
could do to kaiserism. The war weariness of the German people ■ 
had now become much more pronounced and gave the agitators 
a fertile soil in which to work. One Socialist member of the Reichs- 
tag grew bold enough to mount the tribune and declare that the 
coming of a German republic was inevitable. The debates in the 
House grew stormier and in the summer of 1917' the full resumption 
of party strife forced Bethmann-Hollweg from office. , 

The second event of great importance, even in its relation to 2 . Amer- 
German internal affairs, was America’s entry into the war. The Lite the^^ 
German military leaders hastened to assure their people that war. , ■ 

America wmuld count for little on the battlefield, that American 
troops could not be raised, trained, and transported to Europe in 
large numbers before the war had been won. But the real signif- ,, ' 
icance of America’s action could not be concealed from the Ger- 
man people. It meant that the imperial authorities, by a series of 
diplomatic blunders, had brought a new and powerful antagonist 
into the field, thus making sure that the war would be either lost 
or prolonged. It also meant that American propaganda, in the 
interest of democratic government, with a clear and definite state- 
ment' of ivar aims, would be used to break dowm the confidence of 
the German people in their own rulers. 

Still the emperor and his military advisers could not bring The eve of 
themselves to meet this situation with an immediate and thorough- 
going scheme of political reform. They evaded and postponed, 
although a majority in the Reichstag w^as now insistent in its 
demands for such action. The high command still clung to the 
hope that the -war could be won by a supreme effort before Amer- 
ican intervention became effective. But this hope soon vanished. 

Repeated ^’drives” in the spring of 1918 failed to crush either the 
British or the French armies. 

Thereafter events moved rapidly,: and for the Germans disas- The rapid 
troiisly. During the early autumn the far-flung battle front devel- 
oped into a rout. From Switzerland to the sea the German line 
gave w^ay at all points, slowly at first, then in headlong v/ithdrawal. 
Whereupon the high command lost its nerve. In haste the military 
leaders called upon the government to make peace, immediate 
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peace, . peace at any price, and tlie hystericar Berlin authorities, 
hurried a message to President Wilson asking for an armistice. 
Meanwhile their submission to the demands of the Social Demo- 
crats became complete. One political reform after another was 
hustled through with drum-fire rapidity. Electoral reform w-as 
granted, also ministerial responsibility, and a reclistribiitioii of 
seats in the Reichstag — all in an orgy of deathbed repentance. 

But the hour of concession had been too long delayed. The 
Social Democrats and the Independent Socialists wmiild not now 
be satisfied with anything short of a fiil!-bIo\?n republic and their 
demands .found support among the wage-earners everywhere. One 
of President Wilson^s notes (October 23), in answer to the request 
for an armistice, suggested that Germany could expect no leniency 
unless the old scheme of government w-as abandoned. This w^as a 
powerful factor in breaking dowm wiiat w’-as left of the old auto- 
cratic spirit. The old regime could not ask the people to support it 
at the price of a harsh peace treaty. 

Then came the great debacle. While the negotiations for an 
armistice were proceeding, the German high naval command de- 
cided on its own authority to send out the fleet for a general ac- 
tion — a ^Tieath ride,^^ as the sailors called it. The crew^s of certain 
battleships mutinied and refused to go. The mutiny spread to 
other vessels and then to the shore. By November 4 the revolu- 
tionary movement had gained the upper hand in Kiel and Ham- 
burg. Three days later Bavaria rose in revolt. Great erowTls of 
people assembled everywhere demanding that the kaiser abdicate 
and that a republic be proclaimed. Presently the disorder reached 
Berlin and the government did not dare attempt its suppression. 
Meanwdiile, the emperor had taken refuge at army headquarters, 
leaving the chancellor in control of affairs at the capital. The latter, 
on November 9, announced the emperor^s abdication and turned 
his own office over to Friedrich Ebert, the leader of the Social 
Democrats. The kaiser thereupon fled to Holland with the crown 
prince at his heels, while the leaders of the military party scurried 
for safety to Switzerland or Sweden. During these feverish days, 
moreover, the various state governments were everjwvhere over- 
turned. Kings, grand dukes, dukes, and princes gave up their 
authority, without resistance, to provisional councils. Thus Ger- 
many changed in a few days, and almost without bloodshed from 
a military empire to a socialist republic. 
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Of the many books which deal with German constitutional history the 
most useful for general reference are Heinrich von Treitschke’s Deutsche 
Geschichte ini NeunzeJmten Jahiiiundert (translated into English by E. and 
C. Paul under the title History of Germany in the Nineteenth Century , 
7 vols., London, 1916-1920) and H. von SybePs Begriindung des deidschen 
Reiches (also translated as The Founding of the German Empire) (7 vols., 
New York, 1898). A less detailed account, covering a longer period, is 
given in Ernest Henderson’s ;S7zor^ History of Germany (New York, 1916) 
and ill J. Holland Rose’s Political History of Germany in the Nineteenth 
Century (Manchester, 1912). Mention should also be made of W. H. Daw- 
son’s Evolution of Modern Germany (London, 1909) and of R. H. Fife’s 
German Empire between Two Wars (London, 1916). 

Good surveys of the events which preceded and accompanied the 
collapse of the empire are given in E. Bernstein, Die Deutsche Revolution 
(Berlin, 1921); H. G. Daniels, The Rise of the German Republic (London, 
1927); R. H. Lutz, The German Revolution (1918-1919) (Stanford Univer- 
sity, Calif., 1922) which contains a full bibliography; A. Rosenberg, Die 
Entstehimg der deutschen Republik (Berlin, 1928) ; E. Bevan, German Social 
Democracy during the B ar (New York, 1919); Miles Bouton, And the 
Kaiser Abdicates (New Haven, 1921) ; and Hans Delbruck, Government and 
theWiUof the People (New Yovk^ 1923). 

The most useful short biography of Bismarck is by J. AY. Headlam 
(New York, 1899), but tiie iron chancellor also published two volumes of 
Reflections and R£mmiscences prior to his death. The third volume w^as 
withheld from publication until after the close of the world war. Mention 
should also be made of Emil Ludwig’s Bismarck (New York, 1929). 

On the structure and workings of the imperial government tlie best 
detailed account is that in Paul Laband’s Das Staatsrecht des deutschen 
Reiches (4 vols., Tubingen, 1901) of which there is a translation into 
French but not into English. A good survey may be found in A, Lawrence 
Lowell’s Governments and Parties in Continental Europe (2 vols., Boston, 
1897), Ami. I, chap, v, and a briefer outline in the first chapter of Malbone 
AAk Graham’s AYtc Governments of Central Europe (New York, 1924). 
Mention should also be made of B. E. Howard, German Empire (New 
York, 1906) and F. Krliger, Government and Politics of the German Empire 
(New York, 1915). The last-named book is strongly partisan but contains 
a useful ])ibliography. An English translation of the old constitution may 
be found in AAL F. Boild, Modern Constitutions (2 vols., Chicago, 1908). 
A volume by Otis H. Fisk entitled Germam/s Constitutions of 1871 and 
1919 (Cincinnati, 1924) gives the texts of the old and the new constitu- 
tions. 
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THE WEIMAR CONSTITUTION 

But, oppression by your mock-superiors shaken off, the grand problem yet 
remains to solve: that of finding government by your real-superiors. Alas! 
how shall we ever learn the solution of that ? — Thomas Carlyle. 

The, old German government having collapsed, it became neces- 
sary to create a provisional administration. Friedrich Ebert, on 
assuming direction of affairs, hastil3^ formed a council of six mem- 
bers, three of them Social Democrats and three of them Independ- 
ent Socialists. A proclamation announced that the German people 
would later be called upon to elect a constitutional convention 
which, in turn, would settle the future government of the country. 
Meanwhile the council of six commissioners, under EberFs leader- 
ship, was to manage affairs without a constitution. It was this pro- 
visional government that authorized the signing of the armistice. 

But no sooner had hostilities ended than the council of six 
found itself badly divided. The three Social Democrats were con- 
tent with the political revolution as an accomplished fact ; the three 
Independent Socialists regarded the work as only half completed; 
they wanted an economic revolution also. Meanwhile, as in Russia, 
the organization of workers^ and soldiers’ councils went on through- 
out Germany, and each faction in the council of six tried to get the 
support of these bodies. In the end the Social Democrats suc- 
ceeded, and the Independents thereupon withdrew from the gov- 
ernment, Their withdrawal was the signal for Spartacist (or com- 
munist) uprisings, but Ebert filled the vacancies in his council 
from the ranks of the Social Democrats and by vigorous military 
measures soon managed to put down these disorders. 

In January, 1919, the promise to call a constituent assembty was 
fulfilled. Elections took place throughout German}^" and 42e3 dele- 
gates (including thirty-nine women) were chosen by universal 
suffrage in accordance with the principles of proportional repre- 
sentation, In the following month they assembled at Weimar to 
frame a constitution for the new German Republic. The assembly 
met at Weimar for the sentimental reason that this city was as- 
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sociated with the real cultural glories of the Gemian people/ and 
for the practical reason that in Berlin the assembly might be sub- 
jected to communist, interference. 

The Weimar assembly contained representatives of all the old 
political parties, but the Conservatives (Nationalists) formed a 
very small group. The Social Democrats had the largest delega- 
tion, one hundred and sixty-five, or more than one-third of the 
entire membership. Next in point of strength came the Center, or 
Catholic party, then the Progressives, and finally the Conservatives 
or Nationalists. The Independent Socialists, or extreme Left, made 
an even poorer showing than the Conservatives. Thus the assembly 
was so constituted that no one party could dominate its work. It 
was bound to adopt a compromise constitution if it adopted a new 
constitution at all. To this end a coalition was formed, which 
included the Social Democrats, the Center, and the Progressives, 
now known as Democrats. This bloc controlled more than seventy- 
five per cent of the membership. 

The delegates got to work quickly, and in four days had adopted 
a provisional scheme of government which had been prepared for 
it in advance. Ebert became provisional president, with Philip 
Scheidemann as his chancellor, and a ministry was formed repre- 
senting the various parties in the majority bloc. Then the assembly 
enacted some provisional laws and appointed a steering committee 
(Verfassungsansschuss) to compile data and to make a draft of the 
various constitutional provisions. This committee was so consti- 
tuted as to give representation to the various political elements in 
the assembly and to the various geographical divisions of the 
country. Great differences of political opinion developed among 
its members as the result of the discussions, and many compro- 
mises were found necessary. The constitutions of other countries 
were studied (including the Constitution of the United States), 
but relativety little help was gained from them. In due course the 
committee made its report and two drafts of a constitution were 
submitted. Ultimately the assembly was able to frame a document 
that satisfied the middle parties, that is, all parties except the 
Nationalists and the People's party at one extreme and the Inde- 
pendent Socialists at the other. After much trimming and touch- 
ing-up, this constitution was adopted by the convention on July 
31, 1919, and went into force eleven days later. It was not sub- 
mitted to the German people for ratification. 
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The Weimar constitution is a .document of great interest and sig- 
nificance. It provides an organic law for sixty million people. That,, 
of itself, entitles the document to some attention. It was framed, 
moreover, with great' care and after prolonged deliberation by a 
body of men and women most of whom, were sincere^ anxious .to 
.give their country a fresh start on a geniiinel^r democratic basisd 
Finally, the Weimar constitution is a composite. It combines old 
and new political philosophies. It endows old institiitioiis with 
new vigor. The leaders of the assembly put new wine in old bottles. 
They retained from. the old imperial constitution most of its no- 
menclature and much of its mechanism. But they also injected into 
the new document a homeopathic dose of the new democracy. 

The constitution of the German Reich is one of the longest docu- 
ments of its sort, containing more than ten times as many words as 
the constitution of the United States.^ It consists of a preamble 
and two comprehensive articles, which are divided into sections, 
and these again into clauses, the latter numbered seriall}?- through- 
out the document. The prolixity of the constitution is due to the 
large mass of detail which the Weimar assembly thought desirable 
to incorporate in it, — detailed provisions relating to econoniic and 
social matters and to the rights of the citizen. The convention's 
method of making compromises was to give -way on details when- 
ever any of the middle parties insisted. Blany concessions on minor 
points were made in order to vsecure a fairly general agreement on 
the constitution as a whole, and nearly every such concession meant 
an additional clause. 

Does the new German constitution provide for a federal gov- 
ernment like that of the United States, or for a unitary goveriiiiient 
like that of France, or for something between the two? Germany 

^ An intense public interest was manifested by tiie German people in the assem- 
bly’s proceedings. The newspapers were filled with the discussions, while a fiood 
of pamphlets and books proposing all sorts of constitutional schemes was let loose 
upon the land. The whole country w'as given a six month’s course in comparative 
government. 

The convention which framed the constitution of the United States in 17S7 began 
its work in May and finished in September; the Weimar convention began on Feb- 
ruary 6, 1919, and ended its 'work of constitution-making on July 31. The one oc- 
cupied four months, the other nearly six. But the W eimar assembly took a recess 
of about two months while the peace negotiations were going on, during which time 
the committees did some work although the assembly was not sitting. When the 
Weimar assembly finished its constitution it did not, like its Philadelphia prototype, 
eat a farewell dinner and dissolve. It remained in existence until a newly-elected 
Reichstag could be installed. 

2 An English translation may be found in H. B. McBain and Lindsay Rogers, 
New Constituliom of Europe (New York, 1922), pp. 107-212. 
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before 1918 was called a federal empire, yet it lacked the first 
essential of a true federalism, namely, the legal equality of the 
states comprising it. One state, being larger than all the others, 
had various special privileges. The framers of the new constitu- 
tion were desirous of creating a true federalism; but how could this 
be done without tearing massive Prussia into pieces? At the out- 
set the convention seriously considered a proposal to divide Prus- 
sia into seven or eight states. But the idea of partitioning the an- 
cient kingdom was quickly submerged by the tide of opposition 
which surged into Weimar from all quarters. So Prussia was left 
untouched, a giantess who must inevitably dominate the new 
German Reich as she did the old, although hardly to the same 
degree in as much as her special privileges have been abolished and 
her representation in the new Reichsrat will not be solid, as it was 
in the old Bundesrat. 

Although the new government is federal in form it is rather 
doubtfully so in fact. Under the old constitution the center of 
political gravity rested with the states.^ If the central authorities 
seemed to be very powerful, this was only because people did not 
make much distinction between the imperial government headed 
by a kaiser and the Prussian government headed by a king, — ^for 
kaiser and king were the same individual. Or, as the irreverent 
were in the habit of saying, “The kaiser must be careful how he 
meddles with the king of Prussia or he will find himself boxing his 
own ears.^’ The old imperial government, as such, was not in- 
herently strong; it did not have the strength of the federal govern- 
ment in America. 

But in the new German constitution the balance of power has 
been shifted to the central government. Most of the powers which 
the individual states were free to exercise before 1918 have been 
taken away or greatly curtailed. The Geiman state governments, 

i The old empire was made up of twenty-five states (including three free cities), 
together with the imperial territory of Alsace-Lorraine. These two provinces were 
lost to France as a result of the war. In 1919 the two small states known as Reuss 
(older line) and Reuss (younger line) united into the “People’s State of Reuss.” 
A year later seven states, namely, Reuss, Saxe-Weimar-Eisenach, Saxe-Aitenburg, 
Schwarzberg-Rudolstadt, Schwarzburg-Sonderhausen, Saxe-Meiningen, and Saxe- 
Gotha were consolidated into the republic of Thuringia. A portion of the last- 
named state (Coburg) was joined with Bavaria. So there are now only fifteen states 
(Lander) in the Reich, namely, Prussia, Bavaria, Saxony, Wurttemberg, Baden, 
Brunswick, Oldenburg, Anhalt, Thuringia, Hesse, Mecklenburg-Strelitz, Mecklen- 
burg-Schwerin, Lippe, Schaumberg-Lippe, Waldeck, together with the three Free 
Cities of Bremen, Hamburg, and Lubeok. 
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under the new constitution, are made subordinate to the will of 
the nation as a whole. They have been so completely subordinated, 
indeed, that some question has been raised as to whether the new 
Germany can rightly be called a federal republic at all.^ Certain 
it is that if the central government proceeds to exercise every ounce 
of authority which the Weimar constitution confers upon it there 
will be very little left to the states. 

Before attempting to explain the chief provisions of the new 
constitution it may be well to describe how it can be amended. In 
the first place amendments may be made by a two-thirds vote of 
at least two-thirds of the members in both chambers of the national 
parliament, the Reichsrat and the Reichstag. If, however, the 
Reichsrat refuses to agree to an amendment which the Reichstag 
has adopted, the amendment becomes valid in two weeks unless the 
dissenting chamber asks for a referendum to the people. In that 
case the amendment does not become operative until the voters ap- 
prove it at the polls. In the second place, an amendment may be 
proposed by the people through the medium of an initiative peti- 
tion and then adopted by them at a referendum election, But the 
adoption of a constitutional amendment by the people, whether on 
their own proposal or on the proposal of the Reichstag, requires a 
majority of the registered voters, not merely a majority of those 
who go to the polls. 

^^The German Reich,” declares the first clause of the constitu- 
tion, “is a republic, and all political authority is derived from the 
people.” - Every state in the Reich must also be a republic. It 
must maintain a responsible ministry, and must elect its legislative 
body by a system of universal, equal, direct, and secret suffrage 
according to the principles of proportional representation. Subject 
to these limitations each state may adopt its own constitution and 
determine the details of its own state government. 

The constitution of the German Reich, like all other constitu- 
tions which purport to be federal, is a grant of authority. It gives 
to the national government a definite enumeration of powers. 

^ See the discussion in Johannes Mattern, The Comtitutional J urisprudencc of the 
German Republic (BixitimOTe, 192S), p}y, MI-SB7, 

^ The term Reich was continued out of deference to popular sentiment. It does 
not necessarily mean “empire” aithough it has ordinarily been so translated. In a 
republican constitution the term means “nation” or “commonwealth.” The 
framers of the W’‘eimar constitution believed the retention of Reich to !)e entirely 
compatible with a republican form of government. And why not? The Germans 
use the word Frankreich to designate the French Republic. 
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Whatever authority it does not give, expressly or by implication, 
remains with the states. But in one important respect it departs 
from the established practice in other federations. In the constitu- 
tion of the United States, for example, there is a single list of 
powers granted to the national government and all such powers 
are on the same footing. The new German constitution, in con- 
trast to this procedure, conveys jurisdiction to the national gov- 
ernment under several different heads, the extent of the authority 
varying somewhat in each case. In certain matters the Reich is 
given exclusive jurisdiction; in other matters it is given jurisdiction 
not necessarily exclusive. That is to say, so long and in so far as the 
Reich does not assume jurisdiction over such matters, the control 
remains with the states. 

Then, with respect to some other things, the Reich is authorized Trpes of 
to assume jurisdiction under certain circumstances, for example, 
whenever it becomes “necessary to establish uniform regulations.’’ 

Again, the government of the Reich is given the right to “prescribe 
fundamental principles” which the states must observe in dealing 
with a variety of matters. In such cases the details are left to be 
determiried by each state for itself. Finally, as regards the impor- 
tant subject of taxation the constitution places virtually no limits 
upon the authority of the national government. The only restric- 
tion is a purelj'' sentimental one, namely, that in using any source 
of revenue which fonnerly belonged to the states the national 
government must “have consideration” for their financial require- 
ments. But what degree of consideration, the constitution does 
not prescribe. It lays no restriction as to what may be taxed, or 
upon the rates of taxation, or the methods. So the government of 
the Reich has a virtually unfettered power to tax, which is the most 

far-reaching power that any government can have. ^ 

Thus the exclusive jurisdiction of the Reich comprises foreign The Reich’s 
lelations, colonial affairs, citizenship and domicile, emigration 
and immigration, the extradition of offenders, national defense, 
coinage, tariffs, post office, telegraphs and telephones. Its non- 
exclusive jurisdiction, on the other hand, covers a much wider 

‘ The power-granting provisions of the constitution are as follows: 

Article 6 

The Reich has exciusive jurisdiction over foreign relations; colonial affairs, citizen- 
ship, Ireedom of travel and residence, immigration and emigration, and extradition; 
organization for national defense; coinage; customs, including the consolidation of 
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■range and extends to twenty subjects in all. Its power to assume 
control in the interests of uniformity extends to the far-spreading 
subjects of social welfare and public safety— what Americans 
commonly call “the police power.^’ Its right to prescribe funda- 

customs and trade districts and the free interchange of goods; posts and telegraphs, 
including telephones. 

Article 7 

The Keich has jurisdiction over civil law; criminal law; judicial procedure, in- 
cluding penal administration, and official co5peration between the administrative 
authorities; passports and the supervision of aliens; poor relief and vagrancy; the 
press, associations and public meetings; problems of population; protection of 
maternity, infancy, childhood and adolescence; public health, veterinary practice, 
protection of plants from disease and pests; the rights of labor, social insurance, 
the protection of wage-earners and other employees, and employment bureaus; the 
establishment of national organizations for vocational representation; provision for 
war- veterans and their surviving dependents; the law of expropriation; the social- 
ization of natural resources and business enterprises, as well as the production, 
fabrication, distribution, and price-fixing of economic goods for the use of the com- 
munity; trade, weights and measures, the issue of paper money, banking, and stock 
and produce exchanges; commerce in foodstuffs and in other necessaries of daily 
life, and in luxuries; industry and mining; insurance; ocean navigation, and deep- 
sea and coast fisheries; railroads, internal navigation, communication by power- 
driven vehicles on land, on sea, and in the air; the construction of highways in so 
far as pertains to general intercommunication and the national defense; theaters 
and cinematographs. 

Article 8 

The Eeich also has jurisdiction over taxation and other sources of income, in so 
far as they may be claimed in whole or in part for its purposes. If the R.eich claims 
any source of revenue which formerly belonged to the states, it must have con- 
sideration for the financial requirements of the states. 

Article 9 

Whenever it is necessary to establish uniform rules, the Reich has jurisdiction 
over the promotion of social welfare and the protection of public order and safety. 

Article 10 

The Reich may prescribe by law fundamental principles concerning: the rights 
and duties of religious associations; education, including higher education and 
libraries for scientific use; the law of officers of all public bodies; the land law, 
the distribution of land, settlements and homesteads, restrictions on landed prop- 
erty, housing, and the distribution of population; disposal of the dead. 

Article 11 

The Reich may prescribe by law fundamental principles concerning the validity 
and mode of collection of state taxes, in order to prevent: injury to the revenues 
or to the trade relations of the Reich; double taxation; the imposition of excessive 
burdens, or burdens in restraint of trade on the use of the means and agencies of 
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mental principles is spread over a miscellaneous group of matters, 

chief among which is state taxation. 

From this enumeration it would seem that the constitution Mandatory 

gives to the Reich possibilities of great strength. In point of powers Svepow^t 

which the national government must wse it is lees generous than the 
constitution of the United States, but in bestowing authority which 
the national government may use, it goes a great deal farther. So 
the strength of the Reich will depend, in a very large measure, 
upon the extent in which it undertakes to make use of its potential 
jurisdiction. Conceivably it may leave a large part of its optional 
authority to the states and content itself with the exercise of 
its exclusive powers. Or it may gradually extend the scope of its 
optional authority until the states are virtually reduced to the 

status of mere governmental divisions. Whether it will do the one 

or the other is something that only the future can determine. 

ertain it is that the makers of the new German government were 
not “states’ rights” men. They were not, like the American • 
nation-builders of 1787, afraid of making the national government 
too strong. 

"Whenever a constitution apportions authority among two or Theprfa- 
more governments it can be taken for granted that controversies 
will arise from time to time concerning the exact bounds of this premacy. 
apportionment. And some regular means of settling such contro- 
versies ought to be provided in advance. The framers of the Ameri- 
can constitution provided that the federal courts should have 
Jurisdiction over controversies between states, and over all contro- 
versies to which the United States should be a party. The makers 
of the new German constitution also realized that some court 
would have to assume this function, so they provided (Art. 19) 
that if controversies of a public nature arise between different 
states or between a state and the Reich, they will be determined 
upon complaint of one of the parties by the high court of justice, 
unless another Judicial court of the Reich is competent.” 

public communication; tax discriminations against the products of other states in 
favor of domestic products in interstate and local commerce; or export bounties; 

or in order to protecfc important social interests. 

Article W 

^ So long and in so far as the Reich does not exercise its jurisdiction* such Juris- 
diction remains wdth the states. This does not apply in cases wdiero the Reich pos- 
sesses exclusive J urisdiction. 
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But the German constitution makes no definite provision as to 
the power of any court to declare a national law unconstitiitional 
On this point it is as silent as the American constitution. 

Within a few years after the Weiiiiar constitution went 
effect, however, the German supreme court (Reichsgericht) ren- 
dered a decision in which it affirmed the right of the courts to hold 
invalid an}?' national law that contravened a provision of the con- 
stitution. This right to declare the uiiconstitutionality of a na- 
tional law, it ruled, is possessed not merely by the German supreme 
court but by various other high courts, each of which is a final 
authority for its own class of cases. ^ 

While the constitution is silent on the question whether national 
laws can be declared unconstitutional it is quite articulate as re- 
spects the nullification of state laws which conflict with the con- 
stitution or with the national laws. When controversies arise as to 
whether a state law conflicts with a national law?' the issue is re- 
ferred to a special high court of state (Staatsgerichthof).^ 

Let us now turn to the general framework of the German na- 
tional government. The constitution of 1919 provides for an execu- 
tive, a bicameral legislative body, and a supreme court. The chief 
executive authority is vested in a President and a national cabinet. 
The President is directly elected by universal suffrage for a seven- 
year term, with no restrictions upon his eligibility to reelection. 
It is rather surprising that the members of the Weimar assembly 
should have agreed to any such arrangement, for the great majority 
of them wTre sincerely desirous of placing the new republic on a 
permanent basis and the dangers to republicanism wdiich lurk in 
this provision must have been obvious to them. Still it is doubtful 
whether much is ever gained by forbidding the reelection of an 
official whom the people want to keep in office. The founders of 
the Second French Republic tried that device and it profited them 
nothing. 

The German constitution makes no provision for a Vice Presi- 
dent, and if a vacancy occurs in the presidential office at any time 
the executive functions are to be exercised as may be determined 
by law until an election can be held. Then a mw President is 
chosen for a full seven years, and not merely to fill out the unex- 
pned term. 

^ Entscheidungen des Eeichsgerichts, Zivilsachen, III, 320 (November, 1925). 

® Chapter I, Section 1, Article 13. 
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The Weimar assembly elected Friedrich Ebert, a saddlemaker 
by trade, and a leader of the Social Democrats, to be President of 
the Reich until a regular election could be held. It was the general 
understanding that this election would be held within a year or 
two, or at any rate as soon as conditions seemed to make a cam- 
paign possible without danger of riot or disorder. Elections for the 
new Reichstag were held in the summer of 1920 and other Reichs- 
tag elections took place in 1924. All passed off without mishap, 
but the government kept delaying the choice of a new President. 
On one pretext or another it found reason for keeping Ebert in 
office, and eventually the Reichstag passed a law extending his term 
to June 30, 1925. Before this date was reached, however, the pro- 
visional president died, and no further postponement was possible. 

The constitution does not specify the procedure by which the 
President shall be elected. It merely provides that the choice shall 
be made by whole German people,^’ leaving the details of 
nomination and election to be regulated by national law. This 
law, as it now stands, makes a double election virtually essential, 
for it provides that a clear majority is necessary to elect a President 
at the first polling. If no candidate obtains a majority a second 
polling is held, a fortnight later, and on this occasion a plurality is 
sufficient. 

At the first regular presidential election, in March, 1925, there 
were eight candidates in the field, no one of whom obtained a 
majority. Two weeks later the field was reduced to three — Field 
Marshal Paul von Hindenburg, who had the support of the Na- 
tionalists and other conservative groups, former chancellor Wilhelm 
Marx, a leader of the Center, who had the support of the middle 
parties and the Socialists, and Ernst Thaelmann, candidate of 
the Commimists. To the outside world this final election looked 
like a straight fight between republicanism and reaction, but there 
w^ere various other issues involved, among them that frequent 
deflector of political currents, the issue of religion. Hindenburg 
obtained a plurality of about a million votes over Dr. Marx and 
w^as elected. Although believed to be a monarchist at heart, the 
new President took the prescribed oath “to preserve the constitu- 
tion and laws of the Reich.’' This obligation he has fulfilled to the 
letter. 

The President of the Reich (and his ministerial advisers as well) 
may be removed by impeachment before a high court of state 
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(Staatsgerichthof).^^ This is a departure from the usual plan of 
having impeachments heard (as in England, France, and the United 
States) by the upper chamber of the national legislature. The 
German President may also be recalled from office before the 
expiration of his term, and this is a novel feature in its application 
to the head of a national government. In some American states the 
governor is subject to recall by popular vote (and in one case a 
governor has been thus removed), but Germany is the first countiy 
to provide that the executive head of the nation may be ousted 
from office in this way. The German recall procedure, however, 
is somewhat complicated, and involves action by the Reichstag 
as well as by the people. First the Reichstag must propose the 
recall by a tw’’0-thirds majority. This automatical^ suspends the 
President from office. Then the question of removal is submitted 
to the voters. If a majority of them vote to recall the President 
he is forthwith removed from office and an election is held to choose 
his successor. 

But if the people decline to recall the President, their action 
operates to reelect him for a full seven-year term, and the Reichs- 
tag which proposed the recall is automatically dissolved. This is 
an ingenious arrangement, yet an entirely logical one. It is in- 
tended to make a President's opponents take due thought before 
they place the recall machinery in motion. When the Reichstag 
sets out to get rid of a President it must stake its own existence on 
the outcome. It is not probable that the recall, in view of this 
balance-wheel, will be incautiously used. 

The President of the German Reich, like the President of the 
French Republic, is given an imposing list of powers. But in 
Germany, as in France, the substance of power is emasculated by 
establishing the principle of ministerial responsibility. The provi- 
sion in the case of Germany is that ^^ all orders and directions of the 
President, including those concerning the armed forces, require 
for their validity the countersignature of the chancellor or of the 
appropriate minister.’^ And this is followed by the stipulation that 
such countersignature involves the assumption of responsibility by 
the chancellor or minister concerned. Subject to this limitation, 
which is one of vital importance, the President is empowered to 

^For this purpose a Staatsgerichthof consists of the President of the Reichs- 
gericht as chairman, one judge from each of three state superior administrative 
courts, five members of the Reichsrat and five members of the Reichstag, 
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execute the laws and maintain pubKc order, to appoint and re- 
move all civil and military officers, to conduct the foreign relations 
of the Reich, and to make treaties; but “war is declared and peace 
concluded by national law/^ in other words the action of the 
Reichstag is required in both cases. 

While the ordinary executive powers of the German President 
are not formidable, he has certain emergency powers which enable 
him and the national cabinet to establish a virtual dictatorship 
when the occasion arises. These powers rest on Article 48 of the 
German constitution which reads, in part, as follows: 

“ If public safety and order in the Reich are materially disturbed or 
endangered, the President may take the necessary measures to restore 
them, and may do this, if need be, by using the armed forces.’’ 

On its face this provision seems intended to be used only in cases of 
serious disorder but neither Ebert nor Von Hindenburg has so 
construed it. Ebert^s term was marked by a wide and frequent 
use of the emergency powers. In July, 1930, President von Hinden- 
burg dissolved the Reichstag and ordered a new election as “neces- 
sary measures under the emergency article because the Reichstag 
had passed a resolution of no confidence in the ministry. 

This action was not widely different from that taken by President 
MacMahon in France on the occasion of the famous Seize Mai.^ 
Moreover it has become well established during the past ten 
years that the German President, under his emergency powers and 
with the approval of the national cabinet, may issue decrees hav- 
ing the force of law, or set aside the provisions of an existing law, 
or even of a state constitution. The courts have upheld his author- 
ity to do these things even though they infringe the personal rights 
which are guaranteed in the national constitution. ^ All such de- 
crees, however, must be countersigned by one of the ministers. 

Law^s require the presidential signature in Germany, for, as in 
France, no law becomes valid until the chief executive promul- 
gates it.^^ Instead of promulgating the law the President of the 
Reich may refer it to the people, in which case it does not become 

: ^ See ahom, p. 412. 

^ See the discussion, with citations, in F. E. Blachly and M. E. Oatman, The 
Government and Administration of Germany (Baitimore, 1928), pp. 74-96. 

^ This he is required to do within one month unless one-third of the members of 
the Eeichstag petition for delay, in which case he may defer promulgation for two 
months unless the measure has been declared by both the Reichstag and the Reichs- 
rat to bo urgent. 
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valid unless the people vote to accept it. At first glance this power 
to order a referendum on any law might seem to place an important 
weapon in the President’s hands; but in reality it is not of much 
significance for the obvious reason that he cannot order a refei’en- 
dum without the countersignature of a responsible minister, and 
no responsible minister could countersign an appeal from a deci- 
sion of the Reichstag without at once losing the confidence of the 
latter. If the principle of ministerial responsibility is put fully into 
operation, as the German constitution intends, it would seem un- 
likely that the Reichstag will pass any important law which the 
ministers do not approve. And if the ministers approve, why 
should one of their number countersign a decree that implies dis- 
approval? Under abnormal circumstances, with a ministry Just 
about to go out of office, it is conceivable that a decree calling for a 
referendum might be advised, but a President who accepted this 
advice would be acting contrary to the spirit of ministerial re- 
sponsibility. So it is not improbable that the executive power to 
delay promulgation will become in Gemiany, as it has become in 
France, a prerogative which is rarely or never used. 

As respects the term, powers, and responsibility of the chief 
executive, the framers of the Gemian constitution borrowed noth- 
ing from the United States. As to term and responsibility, but 
not as to method of selection, they followed the example of France. 
They adopted the principle that the President, although chosen 
directly by the people, should be controlled b}’’ his parliamentary 
advisers as in the French Republic. The German ehancellor, if the 
Weimar constitution operates according to its general intent, may 
some clay become the real chief executive, like the prime minister 
in France. Yet the German President will not be wholly without 
discretionary power because the Reichstag is split up into so rnan}^ 
groups, no one of which is able to command a majority. This 
means that the President may select as his chancellor anyone who 
can build up a majority bloc, and sometimes there are several 
leaders who can do this. To that extent he enjoys the right to pick 
and choose his own advisers, and the range of his choice has thus 
far been considerable. The logic of the political alignment in the 
Reichstag gives him, under ordinary conditions, a varying number 
of practicable alternatives. 

This brings us to the chancellor who is the German prime min- 
ister in everything but name. The constitution provides that li© 
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shall ^ determine the general course of policy and assume responsi- 
bility therefor to the Reichstag/^ Thus he is not merely a senior 
minister but the directing head of the ministry. He is appointed 
by the President and then proceeds to make up his slate of minis- 
ters. These ministers^ with the chancellor at their head, form the 
national cabiiient which, as a whole, and each member of it, must 
have at all times the support of a majority in the Reichstag. The 
constitution puts stress upon this point in language that leaves no 
room for doubt. ^ It is not required, however, that members of the 
ministry shall have seats in the Reichstag, and in any case they 
have the right to attend its sessions and to introduce bills. The 
ministers are given the same privilege as respects sessions of the 
Reichsrat or upper house. 

The size of the ministry is not fixed by the constitution. It 
is determined by the President on the advice of the incoming 
chancellor. But the number of ministers is ultimately within the 
control of the Reichstag in as much as their salaries have to be 
voted by that body. At the present time the German ministry con- 
sists of ten members, including the chancellor. The chancellor, un- 
like the prime minister in Great Britain and in France, does not take 
immediate charge of any administrative department. He is the 
general supervisor of all interdepartmental relations. The nine 
departments headed by the remaining members of the ministry 
are as follows: foreign affairs, finance, defense, justice, home 
affairs, economic affairs, posts and transport, food and agriculture, 
and labor. In a general way the functions of these various depart- 
ments are indicated by their respective titles. 

As in all other countries with parliamentary government, the 
members of the German ministry have both individual and col- 
lective functions. As individual ministers they are responsible for 
the management of their respective departments. As a body of 
ministers they are expected to plan the general policy of the gov- 
ernment and to prepare the drafts of important measures for con- 
sideration by the lawmaking bodies. These two sets of functions 
logically go together, for it is the administrators who best know 
what laws are needed and it is they who can most readily provide 
the leadership in legislation. A failure to recognize this fact is the 

^ “The chancellor and the ministers require for the administration of their offices 
the conSdeiice of the Reichstag. Each of them must resign if the Reichstag* by 
formal resolution, withdraws its confidence.” Article 54. 
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fundamental weakness in the doctrine of separation of legislative 
and executive powers. The framers of the German constitution 
did not adopt this doctrine. They did not set up a system of checks 
and balances. They provided for executive leadership in legisla- 
tion by giving the ministers the right to sit, speak, and introduce 
bills in both chambers. The constitution expressly authorized the 
ministry to prepare measures and to lay them before the national 
parliament. 

The German cabinet is also expressly given, by the terms of the 
constitution, the power to issue ordinances for the execution of the 
national laws in so far as the laws do not otherwise provide.^ 
These ordinances are of various kinds. First, there are legal ordi- 
nances having the force of law and applying to the public at large. 
They may be issued by the ministers only when authorized by 
statute and under the conditions thus prescribed. But at times the 
authorization is given in a broad and comprehensive form. The 
constitutionality of these ordinances is subject to review by the 
courts and a cabinet ordinance can of course be repealed at any 
time by a national law. Second are the administrative ordinances 
which apply only to persons connected with some branch or de- 
partment of the government service. The^^ are issued without 
special authorization. Finally, there are emergenc}^ ordinances and 
decrees as authorized by Article 48 of the constitution w'hen the 
public safety or order is materially disturbed. A very substantial 
portion of the rules under which the German people are governed 
have been prescribed b}^ ordinances, not by laws — thus fulfilling 
the scriptural injunction: ^^And thou shalt teach them ordinances 
and laws, and shew them the ways in which they must walk and 
the things that they must do.^^ ^ 

The German parliament consist of two chambers, the Reichsrat 
and the Reichstag. In the Weimar constitutional convention there 
was considerable sentiment in favor of a single chamber, for eveiy- 
one remembered how the old federal council or Bundesrat had 
persistently balked the lower House in the years before the war. 
It had been a citadel of autocracy. On the other hand the dele- 
gates could not ignore the time-honored federal tradition in Ger- 
many or overlook the fact that every other great government 
had a two-chamber parliament. So, in the end they decided to re- 

1 Article 77. 

® Exodus xviii, 2. 
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tain the bicameral system with the understanding that the upper 
House would occupy a distinctly subordinate place in the frame 
of government. So the new constitution preserves the old federal 
council, considerably altered in organization, greatly reduced in 
authority, and with a new name. 

The Reichsrat is made up of ministerial delegates from all the 
German states and free cities. Each state sends one or more mem- 
bers of its own state-ministry to represent it. It may send as many 
ministers to the Reichsrat as it has votes in this body, and the 
votes are allotted in proportion to population — one vote for every 
seven hundred thousand , inh^^ But there are two depar- 

tures from this rule of representation according to numbers. In 
the first place it is provided that every state, however small its 
population, must have at least one delegate in the Reichsrat. In 
the second place it is stipulated that no^^s^^^ 
have more than two-fifths of the entire membership. The latter 
restriction is frankly intended to prevent Prussia, which contains 
four-sevenths of the entire German population, from acquiring 
control of a majority in the upper House. 

Nor is this the only handicap that is laid upon the leviathan 
among the German states. Experience in the old Bundesrat had 
shown that a solid delegation from Prussia, even though it con- 
stituted a minority, could acquire control by playing the smaller 
states against one another. So precautions were now taken to en- 
sure that the Prussian delegation in the Reichstag should not be 
solid. This was done by providing in the new constitution that 
only half the quota of votes assigned to Prussia shall be controlled 
by the Prussian ministry, the other half being distributed among 
the provincial governments of Prussia. 

The outstanding features in the organization of the Reichsrat 
are, therefore, first, the representation of the states according to 
their respective populations, but with a limit upon the quota as- 
signed to Prussia, and, second, the ex-officio membership, each 
state (or Prussian province) being represented by officials who 
already hold ministerial or administrative positions. 

In the old Bundesrat there were three procedural features which 
gave rise to much criticism. Its sessions were secret; all votes were 

^ The present Reichsrat ha s sixt y^eight members, of whom twenty-seven are 
from Prussia, eleven from Bavaria, and seven "from Saxony. The other states have 
Yr'oth one to four members each. 
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taken by states (not by individual members) ; and certain favored 
states were entitled to the chairmanships of various important com- 
mittees. In the new Reichsrat all these objections have been re- 
moved. Its meetings are ordinarily open to the public; the voting 
is by individual members as in the United States Senate; and no 
state possesses any special privileges in the organization of com- 
mittees. On the contrary it is provided that no state shall have 
more than one vote in any Reichsrat committee. 

In most countries having a parliamentary system the second 
chamber is merely a revising body. It does not originate much 
legislation but gets measures after they have passed the popular 
branch. Its function is to criticize, to suggest amendments, and to 
make sure that nothing goes through too hastily. This, indeed, is 
the common argument for a second chamber — that it is a second 
line of defense against precipitate action. But the German ReichsT 
rat is intended to function, in the main, as a preliminaiy rather 
than as a revising chamber. .Measures prepared by the ministry 
go first to the Reichsrat. It may approve them or refuse its ap- 
proval. If it declines to approve a measure the ministry ma^’' never- 
theless submit it to the Reichstag accompanied by a statement 
.of the ReichsraTs attitude. Likewise the Reichsrat may itself 
prepare any measure and submit it to the ministry whicli must 
thereupon lay the bill before the Reichstag accompaiiied b}^ its own 
approval or disapproval. 

But although the Reichsrat is given this power to initiate leg- 
islation, the framers of the constitution did not intend that it 
should have equal authority with the Reichstag in the enacting 
of laws. “National laws/^ the constitution declares, “are enacted 
by the Reichstag,” They do not require, as in the United States, 
the concurrence of both chambers. When a measure has passed the 
Reichstag it does not go to the other chamber for its assent; ordi- 
narily it goes directly to the President and takes effect fourteen 
days after being promulgated by him. Meanwhile, however, the 
Reichsrat may file objections with the ministry, whereupon the 
law must be returned to the Reichstag for reconsideration. 

Then, if an agreement between the two chambers is not reached, 
the President may further withhold promulgation and submit the 
question to the people for their decision at an election. If he de- 
cides not to take this action the measure fails to become a law, but 
the Reichstag by a two-thirds majority can then, vote to override 
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the objections of the Reichsrat, in which ease the President must 
either promulgate the law at once or submit it to the people for 
their decision. Thus the. Reichsrat has a suspensive veto which 
can be overcome either by a two-thirds majority of the Reichstag, 
with the President assenting, or by the people in any case. ^ But 
the President’s personal opinions will not, in any event, be influen- 
tial in the matter for he must act on the advice of his ministers who, 
being responsible to the Reichstag, will naturally side with that 
chamber in all controversies. The Reichsrat is given no special 
prerogatives such as the trial of impeachments, the confirmation 
of appointments, or the ratification of treaties. It is not a second 
chamber in the full sense, yet its influence upon legislation is 
considerable. 

The Reichstag was not the dominating branch of the German 
imperial parliament prior to 1918, but the new constitution en- 
deavors to make it so for the future. It is composed of members 
elected for a four-year term. The constitution requires that the 
suffrage shall be “direct, equal, secret, and universal” — which 
means that there can be no indirect elections, no plural voting, no 
oral voting, no exclusion of women. Members of the Reichstag do 
not represent single-member constituencies as in the English House 
of Commons and the American House of Representatives. A sys- 
tem of proportional representation, commonly known as the Baden 
system, was established by law in 1920, and is used in determining 
the elections. The details of this system are somewhat compli- 
cated, but its general outlines may perhaps be made clear without 
taking too much space. 

First of all, the whole of Germany is divided into thirty-five 
districts, each of which elects a member of the Reichstag for every 
60,000 votes cast within the district at the election. Thus the size 
of the House is not fixed in advance of the election nor is a definite 

^ The alternatives are somewhat confusing to an outsider but they may be made 
clear in this way: • 

When the Eeichstag has passed a measure by a majority vote and the Reichsrat 
has hied objections to it, the measure goes back to the Reichstag, and the latter 
may: 

(a) recognize the objections and amend the bill to meet them, in which case 
it becomes a law on promulgation. 

(b) disapprove the Reichsrat’s objections by less than a two-thirds vote, in 
v/hich case the President may refer the issue to the people, or if he fails 
to do so, it docs not go into effect. 

(c) disapprove the objections by a two-thirds vote in which case it goes into 
effect unless the President refers the issue to the people for their decision. 
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number of seats assigned to each district. Each political party/ or 
any other group of voters, may nominate a list of candidates for the 
electoral district and may include in this list any number of candb 
dates. Ballots containing these district lists are then printed. 
The voter, when he goes to the polls on election day, does not 
express his preference for individual candidates but must vote for 
an entire district list or ticket. Each political party also puts forth 
a union list, and a national list for the whole country (as will pres- 
ently be explained), but these lists are not presented to the voters 
at the polls. Then, when the ballots are counted, each district list 
is allotted one seat for every 60,000 voters who have expressed 
their preference for it. If, for example, the Social Democratic list 
has been chosen by 182,000 voters in one of the thirty-five dis- 
tricts, the three first candidates on this list are declared elected; 
if the Centrum list has polled 63,000 votes, the candidate whose 
name stands first on it is declared elected. 

But this is only the first step. What about the surplus votes, 
the fractions of sixty thousand? To the end that these may be 
proportionally counted, the thirty rfiye election distii^ are grouped 
into seventeen unions and the surplus votes of each party ticket in 
The districts within the union are combined. If, when so com- 
bined, the party’s surplus exceeds 60,000 votes, it gets an addi- 
tional member. Here, again, there may be some votes to spare, 
and the theory of the system is that none go to waste. So the 
surplus votes of each party ticket in the seventeen unions are com- 
bined for the Reich as a whole, and a further allotment of seats 
is made to the national lists on the basis of one member for eveiy 
60,000 surplus votes. The elected candidates are taken from the 
top of the list downward. Finally, if a surplus of votes still re- 
mains, every fraction over 30,000 entitles the part}^ to an additional 
member from its national list. The law provides, however, that 
no party may be given more seats by combining its surplus votes 
in the unions and in the whole country than it has already elected 
in the thirty-five districts. 

The Reichstag is thus made up of members elected by districts, 
by unions, and by the country at large. Each major political party 
prepares a ticket for the whole Reich and one for each of the thirty- 
five districts. Lists for the seventeen unions are made by combining 
the district lists of the party. Bear in mind that the voter, in cast- 
ing his ballot for the district list, merely registers his affiliation 
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contested election but decides whether any member 1ms forfeited 
his seat. Its decisions are not subject to review or appeal. 

The Reichstag meets annually in regular session on a date fixed 
by the constitution (the first Wednesday in November), but it may 
be summoned by the President at an earlier date and must be so 
called if at least one-third of the members demand it. The Pres- 
ident may dissolve the Reichstag on the advice of the chancellor, 
but there can be only one dissolution for the same cause, and eveiy 
dissolution must be followed by an election within sixty days. 
The President cannot adjourn the Reichstag or close its session 
otherwise than by dissolving it. The foregoing provisions, it will 
be noted, differ from those which exist in England, France, and 
the United States.^ 

The Reichstag adopts its own rules of procedure, chooses its 
own presiding officers, and appoints its own secretaries. The pay 
of its members is left to be regulated by law. The rules of procedure 
which have been adopted are not unlike those of other parliamen- 
tary bodies except that the method of selecting committees is wholl}^ 
different from that pursued in England and in America. The basis 
of selection is the party group. Each party group (if it comprises 
not fewer than fifteen members) nominates one or more members 
of every committee according to the principles of proportional rep- 
resentation. In other words, if a committee has twent 3 "-one mem- 
bers a party controlling one-third of the Reichstag would be given 
seven committeemen. This means that the majority bloc gets a 
majority on every committee. 

But all important measures, besides being referred to committee»s, 
are considered by the members of each party at a caucus. If the 
bill be one of great importance, two or more party groups some- 
times meet together in a joint caucus with a view to reaching a 
common course of action. The parties which foim the controlling 
bloc meet in joint caucus frequently. These caucuses, whether of 
single parties or of blocs, give instructions to their representati\TS 
on the committees. Hence the deliberations of the Reichstag as a 
whole are virtually controlled by party caucuses. Before the 

^ In England the crown, on the advice of the cabinet, may prorogue or dissolve 
the House of Commons at will. In France the President, on the advice of the min- 
istry, may adjourn both chambers, and -with the concurrence of the Senate may 
dissolve the Chamber of Deputies, but has not done this for nearly fifty years and 
is not likely to do it. In the United States the President may neither prorogue 
nor dissolve the House of Representatives under any circumstances. 
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issue comes to a vote on the floor of the House^ everything is 
usually settled. The vote in the House is merely a ratification of 
what has already been decided upon by the pai’ty groups. Thus, 
as one writer has remarked, a German ministry is not often de- 
feated; it merely retreats before the formal voting takes place. If 
the caucus insists, the ministers alter their policy or resign, and 
when they have satisfied the caucus they have nothing to fear in 
the House. 

Most of the important measures are introduced by the ministry 
with the approval of the Reichsrat or with various amendments 
proposed by the latter. But measures may also be laid before the 
Reichstag by its own members. In either case the bill goes to a 
committee and may be considered at once, but if it be very im- 
portant the committee waits until the caucuses have acted upon 
it. The work of the Reichstag committees, for this reason, is of 
smaller consequence than is the work of legislative committees in 
England or the United States. There are various regular commit- 
tees, namety, a committee on foreign affairs (which is made manda- 
tory by the constitution), on rules, on education, on petitions, on 
commerce and indust ly, on finance, on the civil service, on audits, 
on justice, and on the budget. In addition there is a committee 
^Tor protecting the rights of the representatives of the people.^^ 
It keeps on sitting when the Reichstag is not in session and serves 
as a watchdog against any attempts at executive usurpation. 
From time to time, as occasion arises, the Reichstag also appoints 
special committees and it may at any time set up committees of 
inquiry with the right to investigate any branch of the adminis- 
tration. 

Debates in the Reichstag bear outwardly a close resemblance to 
those in the Chamber of Deputies. This is because of the physical 
setting. The seats are arranged in a semicircle; with the conserva- 
tive groups sitting at the right and the radical groups at the left. 
There is a tribune at the front of the chamber and each member 
who addresses the house must do it from this platform. The 
speeches, for the most part, carry little weight wdth the Reichstag 
inasmuch as most questions have already been settled in the party 
caucuses. What is said from the tribune is for public consump- 
tion. The old Reichstag was a tolerably well-behaved assembly 
and rarely got out of hand, but its successor has been more tur- 
bulent. This is due to the intense feeling in the delegations at the 
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two extremes, the Hitler Nationalists (or Fascists) and the Com- 
munists. Sessions are open to the public, but by a two-thirds vote 
the House may order its galleries to be cleared. The Eeiclistag 
elects its own presiding officer and the maintenance of ordeiv not 
only in the chamber but in the whole building, is entrusted to him. 

Members of the ministry may attend all sittings of the Reichstag 
and seats are reserved for them. They must attend committee 
meetings when requested. They ma}^ speak on any question at 
any time, even though by so doing the3r interrupt the regular order 
of business. Any member of the Reichstag may address questions 
to the ministers, but these questions must be in writing, and they 
are answered by the reading of a written reply. No discussion or 
vote follows. Questions are propounded in large numbers and the 
reading of the answers takes a good deal of the Reichstag’s time. 
As many as fifteen or twenty replies are sometimes read at a single 
sitting. It is a tedious performance because the questions often 
concern trivial matters in which most of the members are not 
interested. Nothing is said in the constitution with respect to 
interpellations, but the rules of the Reichstag provide that an 
interpellation msiy be addressed to the ministers by any thirteen 
members. As a matter of practice, the}^ are rarely proposed except 
after caucus action by some one or more of the party-groups. 
When an interpellation is filed with the presiding officer, he tmns- 
mits it to the minister whom it concerns, and the latter in con- 
ference with him fixes a date for the discussion. The minister may 
refuse to accept an interpellation but this he never does unless rea- 
sons of state make a public discussion of the matter inadvisable. 
So the interpellation is set down on the Reichstag’s calendar and a 
reply is made by the appropriate minister when the time comes. 

Thereafter no debate ensues unless at least fifty members de- 
mand it. If this demand is made a debate begins and continues 
until every member who desires to speak has spoken. But no vote 
is taken to close the debate, as in France. The Reichstag, having 
talked itself out, automatically passes to the next item on the cal- 
endar. Hence, unlike the Chamber of Deputies, it does not use the 
interpellation as a means of ousting ministers, but merety as an 
opportunity for the various party leaders to declare their attitude 
upon questions of public interest. If it desired to overthrow the 
ministry a resolution plainly expressing want of confidence can be 
introduced at any time. 
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The framers of the German constitution took rather kindly to Tbe initia- 
the initiative (Volksbegehren) and referendum (Volksentscheid), 

They made provision whereby both may be used. Bills may "be 
initiated by petitions bearing the signatures of at least one-tenth 
of the qualified voters. Such bills, unless enacted into law without 
amendment, must be submitted to a referendum at the polls. A 
majority of those actually voting is sufficient for the adoption of a 
law; but for amendments to the constitution a majority of all the 
registered votes is required. A referendum may also be had on any 
measure passed by the Reichstag if at least one- third of the Reichs- 
tag’s members demand that its promulgation be deferred for two 
months, and if, in this interval, one-twentieth of the qualified 
voters petition to have the measure submitted to the people. V 
Finally, the President of the Reich may withhold the promulga- 
tion of any law until the people have accepted it at a referendum, ^ 

From the nature of things, however, the initiative and referen- They 
dum cannot be very freely used. In Germany there are more than use 
forty million registered voters. An initiative petition therefore 
requires over four million signatures and a petition for a referendum 
on a law already passed needs half that number. Obviously there 
will not be much popular participation in the making of the na- 
tional laws. During the years that have elapsed since the constitu- 
tion went into force the process has been used on only two occa- 
sions. The first was in 1926 on the question of compensating the 
former royal families for the property wffiich had been taken from 
them. The second was on the adoption of the Young Plan for the 
payment of reparations.^ 

The German constitution provides for two classes of regular 
tribunals — ordinary courts and administrative courts. Ordinary 
jurisdiction is exercised by a national supreme court (Reichsgericl 
and by the courts of the various states. There are no 
federal courts as in the United States. The state courts possess 
original jurisdiction in all ordinary matters arising under state 
and federal laws alike, but the Reichsgericht is the court of last 
resort for most of these appeals. Not in all cases, however, because 
the special courts mentioned in the next paragraph also have final 


^ A referendum may not be ordered on the tax laws, however, or on the budget, 
or on the classification and payment of public officials unless the 
it. 
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jurisdiction within their own fields. But the usual course of a civil 
controversy is from the Amtsgericht (county court) to Landes- 
geficht (district coiut), and thence to the Oberlandesgericht 
(provincial court in Prussia and Bavaria; state supreme court in 
the other states), with a further appeal to the Eamergericht (state 
supreme court) in Prussia, and a final resort from all the states to 
the Reichsgericht or supreme court for Germany as a wLole. It 
need hardly be added, however, that not all cases can be appealed 
to the highest court. The constitution left the old Reichsgericht 
of the imperial period substantially unchanged. The Reichsgericht 
sits at Leipsic (not in Berlin) and is a large body, having ninety-one 
judges. Like the court of cassation in France it does its work in 
sections. 

In addition to the Reichsgericht there are two or three special 
high courts, each with final jurisdiction within its own field. For 
example, the Reichsfinanzhof (national finance court) has final 
jurisdiction in certain controversies relating to taxation, and the 
national economic court which has been given jurisdiction over the 
settlement of war contracts and various other matters. In a sense 
these special courts may be called administrative tribunals but 
their competence extends to some matters of ordinaiy civil juris- 
prudence. 

The judges in all the regular courts are appointed for life and 
cannot be transferred or demoted without their own consent. They 
are not selected from the membership of the legal profession in 
general, as is the case in England and the United States, but must 
be men who have had special preparation for a judicial career. 
In Germany, as in France, the judiciary is a special profession. 
Trial juries, in the American sense, are not used in the trial of 
cases, but in the district courts and in the superior courts jurors are 
chosen to sit with the judge or judges—from two to six jurors. 
They have equal votes with the judge or judges in deciding on a 
verdict. Attached to every court are one or more prosecuting at- 
torneys, who also are appointed and never elected. The law which 
the ordinary courts administer is embodied in a series of codes, 
notably the civil, criminal, and procedural codes, which apply uni- 
formly throughout the Reich. 

Provision is also made for a system of state and national admin- 
istrative courts, ^^to protect the individual against orders and de- 
crees of the administrative authorities.^^ The constitution does 
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not stipulate how these courts shall be organked or what their 
jurisdiction shall be; everything is left to be determined by law. 

But there was a system of administrative law and administrative 
courts during the imperial regime. They functioned as in other 
continental countries and were regarded as affording a much- 
valued protection to the liberties of the citizen. The framers of the 
new constitution assumed that they would be continued and thus 
far the law^s have made very little change either in administrative 
jurisprudence or in the structure of the administrative courts. 

In a general way the system resembles that of France and hence 
does not require further discussion here except to mention that 
in the larger German states there are two or three gradations in the 
administrative courts. Moreover there are several national ad- 
ministrative courts for special purposes, but as yet no separate 
administrative tribunal of last resort has been established. 

A large part of the new’^ constitution is devoted to an enumera- The bUl of 
tion of the fundamental rights and duties of German citizens. This 
bill of rights is the principal feature drawn from the American con- 
stitutionai system. In some cases the terminology is borrowed 
almost literall}^ — for example, the provision, that ^^no ex post 
facto law shall be passed,’^ that private property may not be taken 
for public use except “by authority of law^^ (auf gestzlicher 
Grundlage) and “with just compensation” (angenessene Ents- 
chadigung). On the other hand, the German bill of rights is more 
specific than the American, and it differs in its grouping of political 
precepts with economic guarantees. “All Germans” (not all per- 
sons, be it noted) are declared to be “equal before the law\” Priv- 
ileges and discriminations arising out of birth, rank, and sex are 
abolished. So are all titles of nobility, and titles of eveiy other 
sort except those which designate an office, a profession, or an 
academic degree.^ 

No Gemian may accept a title or order from any foreign govern- Some strict 
ment. This prohibition goes farther than the corresponding one 
in the constitution of the United States which forbids the accept- 
ance of foreign honors or emoluments by government officials 
only, and permits even this with the consent of Congress. Various 
other old institutions and practices were sw^ept aw^ay at Weimar. 

The maintenance of an established church is forbidden. Private 

^ An excexjtioii is made in the case of orders and decorations conferred for services 
during the years 1914-1919. Article 175. 
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schools, as substitutes for public schools, are prohibited except 
with the approval of the goverument. Private preparatory schools 
are forbidden altogether. 

The German bill of rights does not restrict itself to prohibitions 
alone. It asserts a long list of fundamental civic rights that must 
not be infringed — ^for example, the right to freedom of emigration, 
freedom of speech, and freedom of the press. But in many in- 
stances it takes the heart out of these constitutional guarantees by 
adding that exceptions may be made by law,’’ or words to that 
effect. The constitution declares, for example, that ^‘ tlie house of 
every German is his sanctuary and is inviolable — a Teutonic 
adaptation of the old adage that an Englishman’s house is his 
castle. But the German bill of rights adds a provision that excep- 
tions to the rule may be made by authority of law and therebj^ 
softens the rigor of this constitutional guarantee. It is not to be 
assumed, however, that the framers of the German constitution 
failed to appreciate the true significance of their action in this 
regard. They probabty realized full well what they were doing when 
they provided that various constitutional rights might be infringed 
by authority of law if necessity should arise. Their idea was to 
enunciate certain principles which seemed to them to be worthy of 
observance under ordinary conditions, but it was not their inten- 
tion that these principles should be absolutely binding upon the 
national parliament in all cases whatsoever. 

There is something to be said for this point of view. When the 
guarantees incorporated in a bill of rights are too comprehensive, 
and stand in the way of what the legislature earnestly desires to 
do (especially in -war time), then it is reasonably certain that some 
means of narrowing or weakening the guarantees will be found — 
usually by judicial interpretation. That is what has happened in 
the United States. The stipulation that Congress shall make no 
law abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press, does not now 
mean what it sa3^s. It means that Congress may abridge freedom 
of speech and of the press to the extent that the national seciirit;y 
requires, in other words that exceptions may be made by law when 
the exigencies so demand. The main difference is that in Germany 
the question whether there is need for an abridgment rests with 
the Reichstag; in America it is ultimately settled b}^ the courts. 

The Weimar constitution, taking it as a whole, is a document of 
the greatest interest to students of comparative government. It 
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contains many strong and striking provisions. But the vital ques- 
tion is: Does it meet the needs of the German people, and will it 
endure in its present form? For about ten years it seemed to be 
slowly gaining ground, but the general election of 1930 demon- 
strated the existence of a widespread dissatisfaction with it. The 
two party-groups which desire a complete overhauling of the Ger- 
man governmental system were the ones which gained most sub- 
stantially at this election. Fortunately for the constitution, how- 
ever, these two groups (Nationalists and Communists) want 
utterly different kinds of overhauling and would never be able to 
agree upon any program of constitutional reconstruction. But the 
danger is that by their persistent clogging of the present mecha- 
nism they may render it unworkable. 


An English translation of the new German constitution, by William 
B. Munro and Arthur N. Holcombe, is published by the World Peace 
Foundation (Boston, 1920). This translation is also printed as an appendix 
in Brunet’s book (see below) and in Bouton’s book on the imperial abdica- 
tion (see above, p. 613). Somewhat different renditions may be found in 
H. L. McBain and Lindsay Rogers, The New Constitutions of Europe 
(New York, 1922), pp. 167-212; in George Young, The New Germany 
(New York, 1920); and in Otis H. Fisk, Germany's Constitutions of 1871 
and 1919 (Cincinnati, 1924). The last-named volume is valuable in its 
comparison of the various drafts which were laid before the Weimar 
assembly. 

Of commentaries on the new constitution there is an abundant supply. 
The most convenient for student use is Karl Pannier, Die Verfassung des 
deidschen Reiehs vom 11 August, 1919 (in Reclam’s Universal Bibliothek, 
Leipsic, 1929); but mention should also be made of G. Anschutz, Die 
Verfassimg des deutschen Reiehs (7th edition, Berlin, 1927) ; Conrad Born- 
hak, Die Yeffassung des deutschen Reiehs (2nd edition, Munich, 1921) ; 
and of volumes bearing the same title, by Godehard Ebers (Berlin, 1919) ; 
by Fritz Stier-Somlo (3rd edition, Bonn, 1925) ; and by Otto Buhler 
(Berlin, 1922). A full bibliography may be found in F. F. Blachiy and 
M. E. Oatman, The Government and Administration of Germany (Baltimore, 
1928). This treatise on the principles and practices of German govern- 
ment also contains an English translation of the Weimar constitution. 

Special mention should be made of Rene Brunet’s La constitution alle- 
maiide dii 11 aoui, 1919 (Paris, 1921) of which there is an English transla- 
tion by Joseph Gollomb (New York, 1922). This book may profitably 
be studied, side by side, with Otto Meissner’s Das neue Staatsrecht des 
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Eeich8 mid seiner Lander (Berliiij 1923). Joiiaiines Mattern, Principles of 
the Constitutioml Jurisprudence of the German National Republic 
more, 1928) is a useful book, with, a good bibliography, and so is H. Quigley 
and E. T. Clark, Republican Germany (London, 1928). Julius Hatseliek, 
Das Reich staatsrecht (Berlin, 1924) is a standard treatise on German con- 
stitutional law, and Robert Hue de Grais, Handhuch der Verfassung mid 
VerwaU'img in Preiissen und dem deutschen Reiche (24tli edition, 1929) is an 
old standby. A volume on The Constitution of the German Uepuhlic^ by 
H. Oppenheimer (London, 1923) also deserves mention. A brief survey of 
the new German constitution may be found in Malboiie W. Graham’s 
New Governments of Central Europe (New York, 1924), pp. 32-72. 



CHAPTER XXXIII 

THE NEW GERMAN GOVERNMENT AT WORK 

Constitute government how you please, infinitely the greater part of it must 
depend upon the exercise of powers which are left at large to the prudence and 
uprightness of ministers of state. Even all the use and potency of the laws 
depends upon them. Without them your commonwealth is no better than a 
scheme on paper; and not a living, active, effective, organization. — Bdinund 
Burke, 


The workings of a government are not wholly determined by the 
nature of the constitution or the laws. Neither do they wholly 
depend on the structure of parliaments or ministers. The men who 
do the routine work have it in their power to give the government 
an orientation quite different from that which the constitution 
intends. Thus the spirit of the German government before the war 
was moulded in large measure by the great body of permanent 
functionaries wdio constituted the civil service of the empire and 
the states. They -were commonly known as ^^the bureaucracy.^' 
In thoroughness of organization, training, and discipline the old 
German civil service and the old German army were on a par. 
The ojEcials of the bureaucracy became a governing class with a 
solidarity which made them virtually all-powerful. It was by this 
group of bureaucrats, not by the elected representatives of the 
people, that the general temper of German government was deter- 
mined in the years preceding the world war. They made the gov- 
ernment efficient,— probably the most efficient in the world. They 
also dehumanized it. 

The New Bueeauceacy 

Then came the Revolution of November, 1918. 'Within a few 
daj^s this highly efficient, bureaucratic, centralized, imperial gov- 
ernment was transformed into a republic, and a socialist republic 
at that. A saddlemaker climbed into the emperor's seat, while 
men with proletarian names took the swivel chairs that had hitherto 
been occupied hy princes, counts, barons, and junkers. But al- 
though a ministry can be improvised, a whole civil service cannot. 
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The new socialist ministers did not dare oust the bureaucracy 
which had functioned during the imperial age, for such action 
would cause the mechanism of administration to break down. So 
they kept the whole body of subordinate officials intact and called 
upon them to assist in the furtherance of the new policy. 

For a time after the new constitution went into effect the govern- 
ment was so fully occupied with urgent tasks of finance, diplomacy, 
and reconstruction that it could give little thought to an over- 
hauling of the civil service; but within the past few years various 
new laws and ordinances have made changes in its organization 
and methods. Notable among these was the Personnel Reorganiza- 
tion Ordinance of 1923, by which the government endeavored to 
deflate the public pay roll which had swollen to huge proportions 
during the war. The provisions of this ordinance were utilized to 
strike from the civil list many emplo3?-ees of doubtful efficiency and 
to appoint in their place those whose fidelity to the republic was not 
open to question. 

In theory all officials (Beamten) of the Reich are appointed by 
the President but he may delegate this power and he lias done so as 
regards all except the highest officers. The heads of departments 
and of bureaus appoint their own subordinates in accordance with 
the provisions of the civil service code (Law of Public Officers). 
But the consent of the minister of finance is required before any new 
appointee can be added to the pay roil, this restriction being im- 
posed in order to protect the budget. 

German administrative officials are appointed for life unless 
otherwise specified in the laws which authorize their appointment. 
Every salaried official of the Reich is entitled to retire on a pension 
at the age of sixty-five, or he may have his pension at an earlier 
age if he becomes incapacitated for service, provided he has been 
in office for at least ten years. The widoiv and the minor children 
of an official are also entitled to pensions. No administrative offi- 
cial may be dismissed except by a formal discipiinaiy process which 
is prescribed by law. This involves a hearing and investigation 
before an official disciplinary court with the right to be represented 
by counsel. 

Appointments to positions in the public service are not made 
by formal competitive examinations as in the United States. But 
various general qualifications are laid down by the civil service 
code and these are usually supplemented by additional qiialifica- 
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tions wMch the various departments prescribe for appointments 
within their own respective fields. For all higher appointments a 
university training is required, followed by a first examination, 
then by three years or more of training in law and administration, 
and finally by a second examination. In the case of lower posi- 
tions the general qualifications are not so high but they usually 
include school certificates, special training or experience in the 
work to be done, and often an examination as well. Those who qual- 
ify are put on a waiting list for appointment when vacancies occur. 
Certain preferences are given to veterans who were wounded in the 
world war. All appointments are first made for a probationarj^ 
period and the official is not placed on the permanent list until his 
capacity has been demonstrated. 

Salaries in the public service are regulated by a national salary 
law which was passed in 1927. There are twelve groups of classi- 
fied officials ranging from postmen to directors of national institu- 
tions. In each group there are minimum and maximum rates of 
pay, with stated increases according to length of service. The 
national salary law also provides for such adjustments as may be 
made necessary by the unequal cost of living in different parts of 
the country. The German constitution guarantees to everybody, 
including public officers, “the right of combination for the pro- 
tection and promotion of labor and economic conditions;'^ but the 
German supreme court (Reichsgericht) has ruled that this guaran- 
tee does not give public employees the right to strike. Hence the 
laws now forbid them to desert their posts or suspend work under 
penalty of dismissal. 

In the United States it is a general rule of law that the national 
and state governments are not liable to suits for damages when 
injury is done to private individuals or their property by public 
officials or employees. Suits in such eases may be maintained 
against the official, but not against the government which employs 
him. In Germany there is a different rule. There the laws provide 
that the Reich must assume liability for any wilful or negligent 
breach of duty on the part of its officials. Actions to enforce this 
liability may be brought by individuals in the regular courts. If 
damages are awarded, these are paid out of the public treas- 
ury, but the government is given the privilege of reimbursing 
itself by withholding the pay of the official who has been at 
fault. 
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Members of the . German civil service enjoy many; .rights .and 
privileges — security..^ of ^,,,..tenurej ..protection against suspension or 
dismissal as well as against demotion transfer, the opportunity 
of promotion under fair conditions, liberal salaries with stated 
increases, pensions on retirement, freedom to organise, and a high 
social position. The prestige attached to public service was very 
great under the old regime and it continues to be high under the 
new dispensation. The public service in Germany is a profession, 
a life career. It draws into its ranks a high grade of ability. The 
continued efficiency of German administration has resulted in 
large measure from the maintenance of these high official stand- 
ards.^ 

The System of Public Finance 

Among changes in the workings of German government since 
the Revolution of 1918 none have been more significant than those 
connected with financial administration. The old constitution set 
aside certain sources of revenue (such as customs and excises) for 
the exclusive use of the central government while direct taxation 
was for the most part left to the states and municipalities. Rather 
curiously, however, the central government did not collect its 
own taxes (with the exception of customs duties) but let the states 
do it and hand over the proceeds. Thus, although the imperial 
government had a large revenue it had no financial officers except 
the few supervisors and auditors whose duty it was to make sure 
that the states collected wffiat “was due and then accounted for it 
all. 

This plan functioned well enough until the war wffien taxes had 
to be greatly increased. With this increase there were numerous 
attempts at evasion, and the inequalities of assessment also be- 
came more noticeable in the various states. The result -was wide- 
spread complaint and protest. The framers of the new constitution 
deemed it wise, therefore, to make such provision as would ensure 
reasonable uniformity in the assessment and collection of national 
taxes throughout the entire Reich. To this end tliey gave the 
central government control over virtually the whole field of taxa- 
tion, direct and indirect, in the following words: 

^Leonard D. White, Cuil Service in the Modern State (Chicago, 1930). This is 
a collection of documents published under the auspices of the intcrnatioaai Con- 
gress of Administrative Sciences. 
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“The Reich also has jurisdiction over taxation and other sources of 
income insofar as they may be claimed in whole or in part for its pur- 
poses. If the Reich claims any source of revenue which formerly be- 
longed to the states, it must have consideration for the financial require- 
ments of the states.'’ (Articles) 

The second sentence of this provision is a mere admonition and 
cannot operate as a real constitutional restraint. National govern- 
ments, as a matter of practice, do not often show much considera- 
tion for the financial requirements of subordinate authorities when 
their own needs are urgent. Moreover, the new constitution em- 
powers the German national government to “prescribe funda- 
mental principles concerning the assessment and collection of 
state taxes” whenever such action is necessary to protect its own 
interests. This gives it a potential veto on any new tax which 
the states may desire to levy. Finally, there is a provision that 
the central government shall control the organization of the state 
tax administrations insofar as such regulation may be necessary to 
assure the “uniform and impartial execution of the national tax 
laws.” 

As a result of these new powers the central government now 
administers, through its own officials, not only the assessment and 
collection of national taxes but also some of the state taxes as well. 
The proceeds of the latter it hands over to the states minus the 
cost of collection. Thus the pre-ww arrangement has been pretty 
much reversed. The national authorities have also made much of 
their powder to control the scope and methods of state taxation 
during the past dozen years. They have insisted that national 
needs and national taxes shall have the right of way. In general 
no new tax project in any state or municipality can be carried into 
effect until it has been submitted to the national minister of finance 
for his approval. If he disapproves the project on the ground that 
it is in conflict with the national tax laws the state may appeal 
to the national finance court (Reichsfinanzhof) which has authority 
to decide such controversies. If, however,, the disapproval has 
been given on other than legal grounds, for example, on the allega- 
tion that the proposed state tax would be inexpedient, the ap- 
peal goes to the national council (Reichsrat). 

For the most part the field of property taxation is still left 
to the states. Thc}^ also retain the motor vehicle tax but must use 
the proceeds for the construction and improvement of roads, They 
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also get from the central government a share of the national in- 
come taxes* In return for this the national minister of finance is 
empowered to scrutinize the annual budgets of the states and 
municipalities in order to make sure that the money which the 
central government turns over to them is being properly used. 

The Tninis- Thus the apex of German financial administration is the minis- 
nancL^"^ ter of finance, who is a member of the national cabinet. He is 
assisted in the work of assessment and collection by state finance 
offices and by district finance offices, the personnel of which is 
appointed by himself.^ At present, however, this personnel is 
largely made up of former financial officials of the states who were 
taken over bodily into the new national tax administration. This 
■ hierarchy of tax offices is a significant feature of the new centraliza- 
tion. It brings all the agencies of tax administration under the 
ultimate control of the ministry. There would be dangers in this 
w^ere it not that a system of finance courts is established to protect 
the taxpayer with final recourse to the national finance court 
(Reichsfinanzhof ) . 

His prepa- The minister of finance is also the pivot upon which the German 
budget system revolves. The essential features of this budget 
system are prescribed by the new constitution, but the details are 
regulated by law. The estimates of income and expenditure are 
prepared by the various departments and sent to the minister of 
finance who consolidates them into a tentative budget. In doing 
this he may decrease or eliminate any items which he does not 
« approve but if a department objects to this action it may appeal 
to the cabinet. This is not usually done, however, unless the matter 
is one which raises some question of general policy. 

How the YTtien the tentative budget is ready it goes first to the cabinet 
passed! where the minister of finance gives a full explanation of it to liis 
colleagues. The cabinet may make changes by majority vote and 
sometimes does so. Then the estimates go to the Reichstag ac- 
companied by a budget bill which is given its first reading and then 
referred to the regular budget committee. This committee, which 
consists of twenty-eight members, examines the various items and 
- ^ makes its recommendations for increases, decreases, eliminations, 

" or insertions. The committee does not make a single report to the 

Reichstag but sends in its recommendations as it goes along. As a 
matter of habit it recommends many changes every year. Then 

^ There are 26 state finance offices and about 1000 district offices. 
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the budget bill gets its second reading in the Reichstag, with a 
debate on the floor. Many of the budget committee's recommenda- 
tions are always adopted by the House and this action is not con- 
strued to mean a want of confidence in the cabinet. At this stage, 
moreover, amendments can be proposed by individual members, 
but such amendments must have the support of at least fifteen 
members before they can be considered. When the debate is 
finished the biir is passed and sent to the Reichsrat or second 
chamber. Any increases or new items which have been adopted 
by the Reichstag must ordinarily have the consent of the second 
chamber, but its refusal to give this consent can be overridden as 
in the case of other bills. ^ Thus far, however, the Reichsrat has 
not held out against the elective House in budget matters. 

The German budget system bears a closer resemblance to the Acompar- 
American than to the English model. The initiative, in all three and 

G^mntries, is with the executive branch of the government. 

England, however, the responsibility is unified, for the chancellor 
of the exchequer puts his budget through the House of Commons 
with the full force of the ministerial majority behind him. No 
important changes are made without his consent. No proposal 
for an increase or for the insertion of new” items can be made by 
individual members. But in Germany, as in America, the legisla- 
tive body can make changes, and does so, in opposition to the 
executive recommendations. Individual members in the Reichstag, 
as in the House of Representatives, may also propose new expendi- 
tures. In budget matters, incidentally, the United States Senate 
is much more poweidul than either the House of Lords or the 
Reichsrat. 

It is as yet too early for any appraisal of the new German gov- 
ernments financial apparatus. It is highly-organized and poten- 
tially efficient. But the series of economic emergencies through 
which the Reich has passed during the years since the system was 
established— the iziflations and deflations, the wide fluctuations 
in prices, the large reparations payments — -these have precluded 
the new financial system from having a fair chance. 

The Economic Parliament 

In the wwkings of German government since 1919 one of the Theprob- 
rnost interesting experiments has been connected with the plan for a ciSizatioL 

^ See p. 631. 
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national economic council or parliament of industry. The back- 
ground for this experiment is to be found in the fact that Germany^ 
before the war, was more highly socialized than any other great 
European power. Public ownership, social insurance, and the 
regulation of industry by law were carried to a farther extent there 
than elsewhere. It was accordingly not difBcult for the people, 
on the morrow of the revolution, to grasp the conception of a 
government which would take over the control of all economic life. 

The Independent Socialists wanted this done forthwith, after 
the Russian fashion. The Social Democrats, on the other hand, 
desired that it be done by easy stages and after careful deliberation 
at each step. In the end the Social Democrats had their way, but 
subject to a promise that the new constitution would provide for 
workers’ councils and some sort of economic parliament. This 
agreement was in the nature of a compromise between the ortho- 
dox plan of political representation and a scheme of vocational 
representation on the soviet principle. It was a compromise, how- 
ever, in which the friends of purely political representation 
managed to secure by far the better of the bargain. 

The Weimar assembly, therefore, decided to establish a parlia- 
ment of the political type, organized on a basis of geography, not 
vocations. It had no difficulty in reaching this decision by an over- 
whelming majority. But it nevertheless proceeded to carry out 
the promise made by the Social Democratic leaders duriBg the 
revolution by inserting provision for workers’ councils and economic 
councils which should exist and function parallel with the political 
organizations although not with equal powers. Hence the framing 
of Article 165 which is not only the longest but the most interesting 
provision that the new German constitution contains. This article 
frankly recognizes the principle that all matters relating to wages, 
working conditions, and the entire development of industry should 
be regulated by a series of workers’ and economic councils in which 
the wage-earners and the employers should be represented on equal 
terms. The plan cannot be more concisely described than in the 
words of the constitution itself ; 

“Wage-earners and salaried employees are entitled to co-operate on 
equal terms with the employers in the regulation of wages and working 
conditions, as well as in the entire economic development of the produc- 
tive forces. The organizations on both sides and the agreements be- 
tween them will be recognized. . 
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“The wage-earners and salaried employees are entitled to be repre- 
sented in local workers’ councils, organized for each establishment in the 
locality, as well as in district workers’ councils, organized for each 
economic area, and in a national workers’ council, for the purpose 
of looking after their social and economic interests. 

“The district workers’ councils and the national workers’ council 
meet together with the representatives of the employers and with other 
interested classes of people in district economic councils and in a na- 
tional economic council for the purpose of performing joint economic 
tasks and co-operating in the execution of the laws of socialization. 
The district economic councils and the national economic council shall 
be so constituted that all substantial vocational groups are represented 
therein according to their respective economic and social importance. 

“Drafts of laws of fundamental importance relating to social and 
economic policy, before introduction into the Reichstag, shall be sub- 
mitted by the ministry to the national economic council for considera- 
tion. The national economic council has the right itself to propose such 
measures for enactment into law. If the ministry does not approve 
them, it shall, nevertheless, introduce them into the Reichstag together 
with a statement of its own position. The national economic council 
may have its bills presented by one of its own members before the 
Reichstag. 

“Supervisory and administrative functions may be delegated to the 
workers’ councils and to the economic councils within their respective 
areas. 

“The regulation of the organization and duties of the workers’ coun- 
cils and of the economic councils, as well as their relation to other social 
bodies endowed with administrative autonomy, is exclusively a function 
of the Reich.” 

In principle, the wage-earners and salaried employees are 
organized locally into workers’ councils; these councils in each 
economic area are represented by delegates in a district council, 
and these district councils, in their turn, choose delegates to a 
national workers’ council for the whole Reich, The employers, 
on the other hand, are also organized into district and national 
associations. Then both the workers’ councils and the employers’ 
associations cooperate, on equal terms, in district economic coun- 
cils and in a national economic council. This last-named body is an 
economic congress, but with no such wide and final powers as were 
proposed in England by the Webb plan,^ 


^ See above, pp. 262-263. 
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The functions of the German national economic council are for 

the most part advisoiy, but it also has certain powers of initiative 
in legislation. When the national ministry prepares any law of 
fundamental importance relating to social or economic policy it is 
required to submit the measure to the national economic council 
before introducing it in the Reichstag. If the measure be disap- 
proved by the national economic council it may nevertheless be 
presented to the Reichstag and passed by that body. On the other 
hand the national economic council may itself prepare a draft of 
any such measure and may submit the same to the Reichstag 
either directly or through the ministry. Thus the national economic 
council, within its own field, is given much the same right of initia- 
tive as is accorded the Reichsrat; but it has no suspensory veto on 
laws such as the latter possesses. ^ 

The provision that supervisory and administrative functions 
may be delegated by the national government to both workers’ 
councils and economic councils is intended to admit these bodies 
to an active share in the work of socializing the German industries 
whenever this socialization takes place. The power to take over 
private business enterprises and operate them under public owner- 
ship is expressly given to the national, state, and municipal gov- 
ernments by the constitution, or, if they do not choose to under- 
take public ownership, these governments are empowered “to 
secure a dominating influence in any other way”— -for example, 
by becoming majority stockholders in private business concerns.® 
The framers of the constitution felt that it would be difficult, and 
probably unwise, to have the government take over, supervise, 
and directly administer the management of industries through its 
own employees. Hence the provision that it may use the various 
councils as part of its socializing machinery by devolving the de- 
tailed work of management upon them. 

The constitution does not set forth in explicit terms the methods 
by which the various councils are to be organized, or their func- 
tions, or the limitations upon their authority. These matters were 
left to be determined by national laws and decrees. It soon became 
clear, however, that any attempt to organize the whole system of 
councils, from bottom to top, would take many months and per- 


^ ^ Abovcj p.^631, footnote. A full discussion of the national economic council and 
its work is given in Konrad Gesch, Oer Reichswertschafsrat (Stuttgart, 1926). 

* Article 156. 
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haps years of deliberation if the task were to be rightly performed. 

On the other hand various groups in the Reichstag were crying 
for some immediate action. So it was decided to make a beginning 
by creating a part of the system, and early in 1920 provision was 
made for the organization of the local workers’ councils, A few 
months later a decree was issued establishing a provisional organi- 
zation for the national economic council, with powers almost as 
broad as those indicated for it in the constitution, and with the 
additional duty of working out a plan for a permanent organiza- 
tion. In connection with the latter it was to suggest the method of 
organizing the intermediate or district councils. Although ten 
years have since passed, the national economic council is still 
functioning on this provisional basis and the district councils have 
not yet been organized. A plan for the permanent organization 
of the national economic council passed the Reichsrat in 1930 but 
was defeated on its third reading in the Reichstag. 

The national economic council is composed of 326 members. How the 
These members represent both the workers and the employers in economic 
the various fields of economic productivity, together with the con- orgaSzS 
sumers, government employees, and the government itself. In all 
there are ten groups represented.^ In the first eight of these groups 
the representatives are chosen by the executives or organizations 
specified in the decree which created the council; in the last two 
groups they are appointed by the Reichsrat and the ministry 
respectively. Agriculture, for example, is given sixty-eight repre- 
sentatives, divided among the agricultural employers, the agricul- 
tural laborers, the small farmers, and the agricultural societies. 

Men and women are alike eligible to serve as members of the coun- 
cil. Thus it embodies a fair representation of German economic life. 


^ These groups are as follows: 

I. Agriculture and Forestry. 68 members 

II. Gardening and Fishing. 6 ” 

m. Industry. 68.' ' 

IV. Commerce, Banking and Insurance. ....... . .......... 44 ” 

V. Transportation and Public Utilities 34 

VI. Handicrafts 36 

VII. Officials and Professions. . ... 16 

VIIL Consumers.............. 30 

IX. The German States. 

(nominated by the Ileichsrat). 12 ** 

X. The German Nation. 

(nominated by the ministry). 12 ” 

Total. 326 members 
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But the national economic council is not a pariiament of industry 
in: the sense that the guild socialists use the term. ' Its powers do 
not parallel those of the Reichstag. In general its chief function 
is to receive from the ministry such government measures as are of 
an economic character and to consider these measures before they 
are acted upon by the German parliament. When an economic 
measure is brought forward by the ministry it goes first to the 
national economic council where it is referred to the appropriate 
Gommittee. From the committee, after careful stud}^, it was for- 
merly reported to the whole council to be debated and voted upon. 
Since 1923, however, the whole council has ceased to meet. All 
its work is now done by the committees which send their reports 
to the secretariat of the council. This office transmits them to the 
national cabinet. It also coordinates the work of the various com- 
mittees. The votes, whether in council or in committee, are re- 
corded by groups and not by totals because the counciFs functions 
are advisory and it is desirable that the political authorities should 
know the attitude of the several groups on each project. When the 
consideration is finished the reports of the counciFs committees 
are made known to the two chambers, Reichsrat and Reichstag, 
for their information in acting upon the measure. The council is 
also empowered to initiate proposals of legislation on economic 
subjects, and to submit these to the ministry, but it has not yet 
been given a formal right to have its proposals laid before the 
Reichstag by the counciFs own members, as the constitution in- 
tended. 

Since its establishment the council and its committees have had 
many projects referred to them. These have related to such mat- 
ters as railway rates, the regulation of waterways and harbors, 
the relief of unemployment, the hours of labor in industry, and 
many questions of similar import. In addition the council has put 
forth some projects on its own initiative, a few of which have been 
accepted by the ministry, introduced into parliament, and enacted 
into law. When measures come to the council they go direct to 
committees which study them with the help of experts. It was 
the idea that these committee reports would be discussed by 
all the groups represented in the national economic council and 
the failure to have this done has weakened the whole arrange- 
ment. 

In general the work of the national economic council has not 
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measured up to expectations. Complaint is made by the workers 
that the public delegates (appointed by the government) usually 
side with the employers. Complaint is also made that since many 
members of the Reichstag have gained seats in the council, the 
latter has become a political body, a sort of auxiliary Reichstag 
with the same factional groupings. It would seem that this must 
inevitably be the case, for you cannot eliminate politics from a 
policy-determining body by merely calling it ''economic'^ or by 
providing that its members shall be chosen in some newfangled 
way. The determination of public policy must inevitably be a 
political matter howsoever it is handled. 

The work of the counciFs committees has also been considerably 
handicapped by the jealousy of various groups in the Reichstag, 
by the unfriendly or non-cooperative attitude of the ministers, and 
by the fact that a good deal of economic reconstruction had already 
been accomplished before the national economic council was es- 
tablished. The problem of finding the money with which to pay 
reparations, moreover, created economic difficulties which no body 
of men could easily cope with, whether in a political or in an eco- 
nomic parliament.^ And the constitutional right of the national 
economic council to undertake the preliminary discussion of all 
measures bearing on industrial questions has not been fully re- 
spected by the ministers. Such measures have sometimes been 
referred to special commissions rather than to the counciFs com- 
mittees. 

Finally, the failure of the council to meet expectations is due 
in part to the absence of a clear national policy in the matter of 
government ownership. Public opinion in Germany has not been 
unanimous on the question of abolishing private industry and re- 
placing it by state socialism or collectivism, although it seemed to 
be fairly so when the constitution was adopted. On the contrary 
it has been hopelessly divided. The Communists, and the more 
extreme Socialists, naturally desire that the policy of public 
ownership be put into operation immediately and on a general 
scale. The moderate Socialists desire that it be brought into opera- 
tion gradually, one industry at a time. The more conservative 
parties in the Reich do not favor the policy at all. They desire 

^ A full account of the early difficulties encountered by the council may be found 
in Herman Finer’s RepresentatiDe Government and a Parliament of Industry {Ijondon, 
1923 ). 
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to retain tbe old system of privately-controlled industry. At the 
Reichstag elections of 1924 there was a swing toward conservatism, 
and the presidential election of 1925 also gave new vigor to the old 
guard. At the elections of 1928 the moderate parties continued 
their control of the Reichstag; but in 1930 these middle parties 
lost ground to the extremists, both Right and Left. The govern- 
ment, therefore, has not been able to push forward with the process 
of socialization as the framers of Article 165 intended. What 
the future trend will be, it is not possible to say; but there does 
not seem to be much likelihood that the system of economic coun- 
cils, as provided by the Weimar constitution, %vill prove permanent 
and satisfactory. Looking back upon the drift of the past ten 
years it is clear that the German revolution has turned out to be 
political, not economic. The old economic order remains sub- 
stantially intact. 

State GovEnKMENT ixr Gebmany 

No sketch of German government in its practical workings can 
well omit some explanation of the way in which the states of the 
Reich are now being governed. There are fifteen of these states, 
together with three free cities.^ According to the constitution of the 
Reich all these states and free cities must have a republican form 
of government, a responsible ministry, universal suffrage, and 
proportional representation. Apart from these requirements each 
may construct its own frame of state government as it pleases. All 
of them have adopted new constitutions since the revolution, and 
no two of these constitutions are exactly alike in all respects. Yet 
they do not display very marked differences. In all cases the states 
were prevailed upon to establish collegial executives after the 
Swiss model rather than unitar3’' executives such as we have in 
American state government. And in all cases they made provision 
that this plural executive, or any member of it, may be ousted from 
office by a inaifljd[,ty^y9£p of the legislature, Most of the German 
states, under their new constitutions, have legislatures which con- 
sist of a single chamber only. 

Prussia continues to be b}^ far the largest, most populous, and 
most important of the fifteen German states notwithstanding 
the fact that she suffered a serious loss of territory as the out- 

^ That is, the cities of JSambur8;,i4Ubeck, a^d Bremen which rank as states of the 
Eeich. 
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come of the war.^ Her new constitution was framed and ratified 
by an elective convention during 1920.^ It provides for a state 
legislature of two chambers, namely, a Landtag or assembly, and a 
Staatsrat or senate. The Landtag is composed of members elected 
for a four-year term by universal suffrage according to the prin- 
ciples of proportional representation. The Staatsrat represents 
the various provinces of Prussia, roughly according to their re- 
spective populations.^ Its members are chosen by the provincial 
councils (in Berlin by the city council), but in making their selec- 
tions the councils must use a system of proportional representation. 
The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that the entire delega- 
tion from a province shall not be chosen from any one political 
party. Members of the Staatsrat do not hold office for any definite 
term; they are chosen after each provincial election whenever that 
may come. 

The assent of both chambers is ordinarily required for the 
passage of a law. But if the Staatsrat refuses its assent to a meas- 
ure which has passed the Landtag, the bill goes back to the latter 
House, and if repassed there by a two-thirds majority it becomes 
effective. If the measure fails to obtain this two-thirds majority it 
does not become a law unless the Landtag determines to submit 
the issue to a popular referendum, in which case the people have 
the final decision. In the case of financial appropriations, how- 
ever, the Landtag cannot overcome the opposition of the Staatsrat 
by a two-thirds vote if the action of the latter is in accord with 
the recommendations of the ministry, , and no popular referendum 
can be taken on such measures. 

The Prussian constitution provides for both the initiative and 
the referendum. It makes the initiative applicable to constitutional 
amendments and to all laws except that this procedure may not 
be used in the case of laws relating to expenditure, taxation, or the 
salaries of public officials. The use of the initiative requires a 
petition signed by one-twentieth of the qualified voters in the 
case of ordinary laws and ^ one-fifth in the case of constitutional 
amendments. The initiative may also be used to effect a dissolu- 

^ She lost Upper Silesia and gave up the province of Posen to Poland, surrendered 
Danzig and the so-termed Danzig “corridor,’^ and relinquished a part of Schleswig 
to Denmark as the result of the plebiscite. 

2 An English translation may be found in H. L. McBain and Lindsay Rogers, 
The NeiD Constitidions of Europe (New’’ York, 1922), pp. 217-232. 

^ The Cfity of Berlin is recognized as a province for purposes of representation in 
the Staatsrat. ‘ , 
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tion of the Landtag, the in this case being one-fifth 

of the entire electorate. A referendum is held upon each proposal 
made by use of the initiative, but may also be ordered by a resolu- 
tion of the Landtag when the other chamber refuses its assent to 
measures passed by it. In any event a majority at the polls ■ is 
sufficient to secure the adoption of a law, provided a majority of the 
qualified voters have expressed their opinions on the question, but 
in the case of constitutional amendments a majority of the qualified 
voters must actually be recorded in favor of the amendment or it 
fails. 

There is no Prussian president. The ministry is the “supreme 
executive and directing authority of the state. It is headed by 
a prime minister who is chosen by the Landtag. He, in turn, ap- 
points the other ministers. All members of the miiiistiy are col- 
lectively and individually responsible to the Landtag. It is the 
function of the mimstr^?* to prepare bills for the consideration of the 
Landtag, to issue ordinances in execution of the laws, to appoint 
ail public officials who are directly under its jurisdiction, and to 
exercise the power of pardon which in most countries is exercised 
by the chief of state. The ministiy also appoints half the Prussian 
delegation in the Reichsrat, the other half being named by the 
provincial authorities.^ In general it is entrusted with all the powws 
which ordinarily rest with the chief executive of a state, and in 
times of emergency, if the Landtag is not sitting, it may issue 
ordinances having the force of law.^ But all such ordinances must 
be submitted to the Landtag when it meets, and if not then ap- 
proved they cease to be valid. 

The ministry as a whole, and the individual ministers, must 
possess the confidence of the Landtag at all times. But they 
not be ousted except by a majority of the total membership. It is 
not enough that a majority of those present shall vote a lack of 
confidence in the ministry. This provision does away -with the 
danger of upsetting ministers on snap votes. Rather than resign 
on an adverse vote the prime minister may dissolve the Landtag 
if he can secure the concurrence of the presiding officers in both 
chambers. But he cannot order a dissolution on his own responsi- 
bility. The Prussian system of ministerial responsibility does not 
exactly conform, therefore, to either the Swiss or the English 

^ See a6o«(3, p. 629. 

There have been a great many of these ordinances. 
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model. It is unlike the former in that the ministers, on an adverse 
vote, do not merely alter their policy and stay in office. ^ They re- 
sign, as in England, but with this difference, that they can be 
ousted only by an adverse majority of the total membership and 
the prime minister is not the sole judge as to whether a dissolu- 
tion shall take place. This attempt to combine a plural executive 
with full ministerial responsibility is a new experiment in state 
administration. 

Local Government 

Local government in Germany, that is, the government of prov- 
inces, counties, cities and towns, is under the control of the several 
states. As in America the national government has no jurisdiction 
in this field. Most of the state constitutions provide that the 
provinces and the municipalities shall have home rule, in other 
words the right to administer independently their own local affairs, 
but they do not undertake to define just what matters are local in 
character. The Prussian provinces have their own elective councils, 
or diets, which choose provincial executives and hold them re- 
sponsible. The old system of centralization in which the Prussian 
national authorities appointed the chief executives of the provinces 
lias been entirely abolished. The cities are permitted to have 
either unitary or plural executives as they themselves may decide. 
Some have adopted one plan and some the other. In the former 
case there is a burgomaster elected by the city council; in the latter 
there is a body of magistrates similarly chosen. There are no 
popularly-elected mayors in German cities as in American munic- 
ipalities. City councils throughout the Reich are elected by 
universal suffrage and proportional representation. They have 
virtually full control over all city affairs as in England. 

Berlin, the capital of the Reich, is now the second largest city 
in Europe. Its population is now nearly four millions, while that 
of Paris is only three. In 1920 the city and its suburbs were feder- 
ated, somewhat after the London fashion. There is a central city 
government which consists of a chief burgomaster, a burgomaster, 
an administrative board, and a city council. The members of the 
city council, 225 in number, are elected by universal suffrage. For 
council elections the whole city is divided into fifteen districts and 
a varying number of councilmen (seven to nineteen) are elected 

^ See helow, p, 740. 
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from each district under a system of proportional representation. 
Most of the political parties which figure in the national campaigns 
■are active in the city elections; they prepare their respective slates 
or lists of candidates in each district and try to obtain their pro- 
portionate number of seats. The Social Democrats have the largest 
representation in the Berlin city council, but they do not control a 
majority. 

The administrative board has thirty members. Of these eighteen 
are salaried members chosen for tw^elve-year terms while the rest 
are unpaid magistrates and hold office for four years only. Both 
classes of Magistrate are chosen by the city council in a i¥ay which 
affords representation to the various party groups. The city 
council also appoints the two burgomasters. There are nineteen 
administrative departments (public works, public buildings, public 
health, finance, law, schools, etc.) with a member of the adminis- 
trative board at the head of each. He is designated to this position 
by the chief burgomaster and is assisted in Iiis w^ork by a joint 
commission (Deputation) which is made up of magistrates, coun- 
cillors, and some private citizens. The administrative board pre- 
pares most of the business for the council, but the conciirrence of 
the latter is needed on all important matters. The council controls 
all expenditures. 

Greater Berlin, like London and New York, is divided into bor- 
oughs. There are twenty of them and they vary widel}?- in popula- 
tion. Each of these boroughs (Bezirke) has a borough council 
which is composed of those members of the central city council 
who have been elected by the borough, together with a larger 
number of borough councillors independently elected. In this w^ay 
the borough councils are tied up with the central city council more 
closely than is the case in London. There is a faint analogy in New 
York City where the presidents of the five boroughs are ex-officio 
members of the board of estimate and apportionment. Each Berlin 
borough also has a small administrative board wdiich contains both 
paid and unpaid members. There are also joint commissions, but 
no borough burgomasters. 

A division of functions between the central and the borough gov- 
ernments is made in Berlin, — as in London and in New York. 
This division is somewhat more complicated than in the latter 
cities but in general the central Berlin government has jurisdiction 
over public works, including water and sewerage, transportation, 
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public healthj and schools. The boroughs have control of the more 
strictly local branches of municipal administration. In addition 
they serve as districts for the administration of the central services. 
Neither the central nor the borough governments has control of 
police. This branch of administration (as in London, Paris, and 
Washington) is directly under the control of the national authori- 
ties. 

It may be worth digressing to stress the fact that in Great 
Britain, France, Germany, and the United States the national 
capital has been placed under a special dispensation. In none of 
these countries is the capital governed like other cities. It is a place 
apart. In the case of the first three countries the national capital 
happens also to be the national metropolis, and this serves as an 
additional reason for the existence of a regime exceptiojinel. But 
Washington is far from being the largest city in the United States 
and its special tutelage appears therefore to have less justification. 
Americans, as a people, profess themselves to be genuine believers 
in the principle of local self-government and municipal home rule, 
yet so far as their national capital is concerned there is decidedly 
less exemplification of it than in any other country. For Washing- 
ton has no self-government at all. It has neither mayor nor council. 
Its people do not vote. They are entirely disfranchised. 

The Revolution of 1918 and its aftermath wrought great changes 
in the/o77?^ of German government. Of that there can be no doubt. 
But whether it wrought anything like so great a change in the 
spirit and workings of German government is by no means an easy 
question to answer. Germany is still ruled to a considerable extent 
by her bureaucracy^-, despite all the innovations of the Weimar 
constitution. It is true that the great corps of administrative 
officials has been liberalized since 1919, but its old organization 
and ideals remain virtually unchanged. German officialdom seems 
to be still permeated with the idea that its function is not merely 
to carry out the will of the people but to lead the nation in the 
way that a world-power ought to go. Nor is this idea confined to 
official circles. The tradition of a professionalized government is 
deeply rooted among large sections of the people. It is far easier 
to liberalize a government at the top than at the bottom, and the 
question whether the process has filtered down to a sufficient 
extent in Germany is one that nobody is yet in a position to answer. 
The Germans have created a new state, but it will take at least 
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The best genera! discussion (in English) of the workings of the new 
German government is F. E. Blachly and M. E. Oatman, The Government 
and Admmistration of Germany (Baltimore, 192(S). It contains a classified 
bibliography. 

On the German civil service under the new regime, there is material in 
K. Delius, Die Stellmg dev Beamtemchaft im neiien Staat (Berlin, 1924), 
and H. Haussmann, Dfe Biirorc/om (1925). 

The new financial and budgetary systems are discussed in Kaii Fried- 
richs, Grundzuge des Steurrechts im Reich iind in Preimen (Berlin, 1925), 
and in Paul Buchholtz, Grundriss de.s Haushalis-, Kassen- nnd Beckming- 
swesen im Reich (1922). There is a good explanation of the budget law in 
R. Schulze and E. Wagner, ReichshamhaUsordung (Berlin, 1924). 

On the system of economic councils see Herman Finer, RepresentoMm 
Government and a Parliament of Indmiry (London, 1923); S. IMoyetch, 
Le parlement economique (Paris, 1927) ; and C. W. Guiileband, The Works 
Council: A German Experiment in Industrial Democracy (Cambridge, 
1927). 

The new government of Prussia is dealt with in the treatises by Borii- 
hak, Stier-Somlo, and the others mentioned on p. 641. There is a good 
surv^ey in Blachly and Oatman (see above). On German municipal govern- 
ment the best work is Otto Most, Die deutsche Siadt und ihre F erumlkmg 
(3 vols., Berlin, 1926). A useful small volume is B. W. Maxwell, Contem- 
porary Municipal Government of Germany (Baltimore, 1928). Chapters on 
this topic are also included in William B. Munro, The Govermnent of 
European Cities (revised edition, New York, 1927), with bibliographical 
references (pp. 419-422). 



CHAPTER XXXIV 

GERMAN POLITICAL PARTIES AND PROBLEMS 

The German party system cannot be understood except b}’- placing the parties 
within the general frame of German history. — Bergstrdsser. 

The new German constitution does not mention political parties. 
It does not even refer to them by implication. That is character- 
istic of modern constitutions. The men who make them are party 
leaders who know full well the important role which political 
parties play in the modern commonwealth. These men, indeed, are 
elected to the constitutional conventions as party candidates. 
Party rivalries come to the surface at every stage in the work of 
these conventions. Partyism colors the debates and is written all 
over the records. Yet when the finished document appears— 
whether in Germany, Poland, Ireland, or Hungary^ — one finds that 
all references to political parties and the party system have been 
completely expunged from it. 

This, in general, is because lawmakers everywhere stand in 
bondage to legalism. The old theory of constitution-making is that 
the work should be done by men who represent the whole people 
and have no affiliation with any factional group. It was not until 
the nineteenth century that political parties became respectable. 
Prior to that time they were looked upon as disintegrators of 
patriotism, taking from people an allegiance which should be de- 
voted to the state alone. Hence they were given no official recogni- 
tion and had to make their way outside the aegis of constitutions 
and laws. To the mind of constitution makers, even in the twen- 
tieth century, that is where they still belong — outside the official 
frame of government. They are quasi-public organizations not 
entitled to recognition in the nation's fundamental law. So consti- 
tutions ignore them in their text, while nevertheless setting up 
machinery which would not function at all if political parties did 
■not exist.' ' ' 

Of course this Ignoring of political parties in written consti- 
tutions does them no harm. It does not diminish their number, 

663 ■ ■ 


The con- 
stitution 
does not 
mention 
parties. 


Reasons for 
this. 


The omis- 
sion has no 
effect on the 
rise of par- 
ties. 


German 
political 
parties be- 
fore the 
war: 


1. The 
Eight. 


2. The 
Center. 


3. The 
Left. 


m4'' Germany",' " 

impair tlieir strength, or ■lessen their, influence, upon the course of, 
governmental policy. ■ Parties develop , in representative govern- 
ment because they are essential to its functioning. When a consti- 
tution, for example, establishes the principle of cabinet responsi- 
bility it makes partyism inevitable in the chamber to which this 
responsibility accrues. There will be those who support the cabinet 
and those who do not. Supporters and opponents will organize, 
both in the chamber and in the country. They will adopt programs 
and choose leaders. Then the governmental system will find itself 
endowed with two political parties, or three, or perhaps a dozen, 
depending on the traditions and circumstances. 

In the German empire before the war there were six or seven 
political parties or party groups despite the fact that ministerial 
responsibility did not exist. As in the other countries of continen- 
tal Europe they ranged from right to left, exemplifying all degrees 
of conservatism and radicalism. At the extreme right w’-ere the 
Agrarians and Conservatives. They drew their strength chiefly 
from the over-represented rural districts and were the most stal- 
wart supporters of the old bureaucratic system. They did not have 
a large delegation in the Reichstag but their influence was usually 
greater than their numbers indicated, for they were solidly united 
and had a definite policjL Then came the Free Conservatives who 
had split off from their more reactionaij brethren, and next to them 
the Center or clerical party which was brought into being as a 
result of Bismarck^s controversy with the Catholic Church during 
the late seventies. When the iron chancellor found the hierarchy 
of the Catholic Church unwilling to do his bidding lie started a 
policy of repression which rallied the Catholic voters to the de- 
fense of their church. The Center remained in existence after this 
controversy had come to an end, and in time it grew so strong that 
it occasionally held the balance of power in the old Reichs- 
tag. The main strength of this part}^ lay in Bavaria, and in 
the other South-German states where the population is largely 
Catholic. 

Further to the left were the National Liberals and the Progres- 
sives, both of which drew their chief strength from the middle 
classes of the population. Drawing from the middle classes they 
were both middle-of-the-road parties, opposing the Conseri-atives 
on the one hand and the Socialists on the other. They advocated a 
reapportionment of seats in the Reichstag, the establishment of 
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ministerial responsibilit 3 ^ and the placing of a curb on Prussian 
militarism. The National Liberals, having the support of the great 
industries, were supporters of the protective tariff, while the Pro- 
gressives leaned to free trade. 

Then, there were the Social Democrats. This party had been 
founded in Bismarck's day but it did not gain much strength in the 
Reichstag until after 1890. Its program was Marxian in the sense 
that it demanded a wide extension of public ownership; but many 
political reforms were also advocated by the Social Democrats — 
including universal suffrage, the use of the initiative and referen- 
dum, proportional representation, and a redistribution of seats 
according to population, all of which have been carried through 
since the war. The Social Democrats drew most of their following 
from the W'Orkers in the manufacturing communities. 

Finally, there were some irreconcilables, that is, members of 
the old Reichstag who did not belong to any of the foregoing parties 
and were opposed to all of them. Among these were a group of 
Polish representatives from Posen, some members from Alsace- 
Lorraine, and a sprinkling of other anti-Germans from elsewhere. 
There were no out-and-out Communists in the Reichstag before 
the w^ar, although the left wdng of the Social Democrats was veer- 
ing in that direction and split off entirely under the leadership of 
Liebknecht and Hasse before the war came to an end. 

These seven groups — Agrarian Conservatives, Free Conserva- 
tives, Center, National Liberals, Progressives, Social Democrats, 
.and Irreconcilables — made up the fabric of the pre-w^ar Reichstag. 
At the election of 1912 (the last election under the old constitution) 
the Social Democrats gained the largest single representation, with 
the Center a good second. The other parties had fewer than sixty 
members each A In as much as no party controlled a third of the 
entire membership, the government was carried on by a bloc 
which included the Center and the middle parties, with some help 
from the Conservatives when needed. No avowed Social Demo- 


^ Here were the figures: 

Agrarian Conservatives 45 

Free Conservatives 13 

Center 90 

National Liberals 44 

Progressives 41 

Social Democrats 110 

Irreconcilables 54 
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emt was ever admitted to am active,, share In the executive or ad- 
ministrative branches of the old German goverBiiient. 

During, the war period no general election was held. The Reichs- 
tag of 1912 prolonged its own existence until the armistice. Then, 
with the Revolution, it, was deemed to have passed out of existence. 
Early, in 1919 elections were held, for the eonstitutional assembly, 
and ill' this ' campaign most of ,the old parties appeared under new 
names, ■ ThC' Conservatives came forth in new garb as the Na- 
tionalist party. The Free Conservatives and the moderate wing of 
the National Liberals effected a combination as the Ge,rmaii 
People’s party. The Center continued in existence but with a slight 
split in its ranks due to the organization of the Bavaria'n People'^s 
party, which is somewhat more conservative than the rest of the 
Center but usualty works in alliance with it. The old Progressives, 
with the more radical National Liberals, became the German 
Democratic party. The Social Democrats continued to be known 
as such, and the Independent Socialists, who seceded , from the 
major organization after the armistice, now became a factor in Ger- 
man politics. On the other hand the Poles and Alsatians were no 
longer troublers in the German family. Thus there were about the 
same number of political groups in the Weimar assembl}’' as there 
were in the old Reichstag. The constitution, as has been said, was 
put through by a coalition of the middle groups, leaving out the 
Nationalists at the e.xtreme right and the Independent Socialists 
at the extreme left. 

But this coalition did not long hold together. In 1920 the first 
general election under the new constitution was held and tlie va- 
rious groups resumed their freedom of action. At this election the 
Nationalists and the People’s party made substantial gains at the 
expense of the Democrats. The Independent Socialists, having 
somewhat mollified their revolutionaiy program, cut into the ranks 
of the Social Democrats. The Communists also displayed some 
strength. In other words the extremists gained upon the moder- 
ates. But the Social Democrats remained the largest part}^ in the 
Reichstag, with a delegation which numbered about a third of the 
whole. Successive ministries were formed during the next four 
years, each of them representing some bloc of the middle parties, 
but the various problems connected with reparations, taxation, 
inflation of the currency, and the French occupation of German 
territory proved beyond their power to solve. This shifting of 
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blocs and of ministries kept on until the spring of 1924 when the 
Reichstag was dissolved and a new election held. 

It was made apparent, during this interval of four years, that 
the middle parties, especially the Social Democrats, were losing 
their hold on the country. The Nationalists, with some success, 
were endeavoring to rouse popular resentment against the foreign 
policy of the government, a policy which involved compliance 
with various demands of the Allied powers. The Communists, at 
the other extreme, sought to capitalize the disappointment of the 
wage-earning classes who had confidently hoped to get more out 
of the revolution than they were obtaining. The general expecta- 
tion was that both of these extreme wings would gain heavily at 
the first election of 1924, and they did gain, but not so heavily as 
was anticipated. The middle parties retained control of a majority 
in the Reichstag but could no longer muster the two-thirds vote 
of that body which the constitution requires in certain contingen- 
cies. It therefore became necessary to dicker with the Nationalists 
for their support, and this was done. The various measures which 
became essential under the so-termed Dawes plan of financial 
rehabilitation were put through the Reichstag by means of Na- 
tionalist votes. 

The May election of 1924 left the German political situation 
in a state of unstable equilibrium. The extremists were too strong 
to let the middle groups control. On the other hand they were not 
willing to help maintain a coalition except at a price which the 
Social Democrats were unwilling to pay. It soon became apparent, 
therefore, that another appeal to the country must take place, and 
in December, 1924, a new election was held. The result of this 
election did not help matters much, for although the extreme Right 
and the extreme Left both lost somewhat, it was not possible to 
form a middle coalition which could be certain of a majority in the 
Reichstag. Ostensibly the Center, Social Democrats, and Demo- 
crats included more than half the House; but some members of the 
first-named group were too conservative to be relied upon in any 
liberal bloc. For a time the country was left without a ministry 
altogether, and finally the Right was given a chance to show what 
it could do. Earty in 1925 a ministry containing four Nationalists 
was installed after giving assurance that they would stand by the 
republic. 

This ministry managed to accomplish a good deal as respects 
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the solution of foreign problems. It conducted the negotiations 
which led to the Locarno Pact and secured ■Germany.’'s admission 
to the League, of Nations. But' these steps were resented by the 
Nationalists, who withdrew from ' the , mini,stry and ultimately 
forced the rest of it to resign. Then a new 'ministry was co'nstituted, 
once more from the middle parties, with both Nationalists and 
Social Democrats left out, but it lasted no longer than the others 
had done and in 1927 the Nationalists were once more taken into 
the cabinet. In the following year the time for a general election 
arrived and at this election the Social Democrats made con- 
siderable gains. It therefore became necessary to take a clianeellor 
from the ranks of this party and he formed a ministry with the aid 
of the middle groups, thus creating what came to be known as the 
Grand Coalition because five parties were represented in the 
ministry according to their strength in the Reichstag. High 
hopes were entertained for the permanence of this coalition but 
they were not fulfilled. The cement was too weak and failed 
to hold. 

The continued shifting of chancellors and ministries began to 
play havoc with the orderly evolution of governmental policy 
both in foreign and domestic affairs. In 1930 the situation came 
to a climax when the Reichstag refused to pass a measure which 
the chancellor regarded as essential to the financing of the govern- 
ment. He thereupon advised President Hindenl^urg to dissolve the 
Reichstag under his emergency powers and to order a new election, 
meanwhile retaining the chancellor and the ministers in office. 
This advice was followed and a general election was held in Septem- 
ber, 1930. 

The outcome of this election did not seem to improve the situa- 
tion. The two parties which made the largest gains were the ex- 
treme Nationalists (Fascists) and the Communists. The Center 
held its strength but the other groups, including the Social Demo- 
crats, were weakened. The Social Democrats remain, howe%Tr, 
the largest single faction in the Reichstag.^ The result of this 
election, therefore, has been to enhance the power of those parties 
which are opposed to the existing constitution and are dissatisfied 
with its workings. But their dissatisfaction arises from utterly 

^ ^ The figures for the election of 1930 were: Social Democrats, 137; Extreme Na- 
tionalists (Fascists), 101; Communists, 75; Center, 64; Moderate Nationalists, 38; 
German People's party, 27; ail others, 74. 
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different points of view and therein lies the chance that no radical 
alterations are likely to be made. 

When one speaks of six or seven parties in German national 
politics it is well to point out that this is not the whole story. Each 
middle party has a right and left wing, in other words a conserv- 
ative and a liberal faction within its own ranks, which means 
that each party shades over into its neighbors on either side. There 
are also a number of splinter parties,'^ as the small organimtions 
are called. To nominate a district list of candidates for the Reichs- 
tag requires only 500 signatures and this has encouraged even 
the smallest factions to come into the field. At the election 
of 1928 there were more than thirty lists, taking the country 
as a whole, but many of these appeared in a single district 
only. 

The tendency of the German political parties is to become iden- 
tified with particular economic interests. They tend to represent, 
not groups of political opinion, but class ambitions. They stand 
for interests rather than for principles. One need only read their 
respective programs to see this. In the United States the plat- 
forms of the two major parties are so framed as to make the strong- 
est possible appeal to the whole electorate, irrespective of class or 
section. But in Germany there is no such attempt to synchronize 
party demands with the general welfare. The appeals are made, 
openly and vigorousl}^ to the agricultural or industrial or com- 
mercial groups from which the party expects to draw most of its 
strength. 

Along with its program goes the national list of each party, 
that is, the list of its candidates from which names will be taken 
when the surplus votes are pooled under the German system of 
proportional repi’esentation.^ The make-up of this list discloses, 
even better than the program (Wahlvorschlag) what the party 
stands for. It is not because they are widely-known politicians 
that men get their names on these national lists. Very often it is 
because they represent some economic group which the party 
leaders feel bound to recognize. The concoction of these lists is a 
process like that of constructing a ministry. It requires great skill 
and diplomacy. One result of it is that the great industries and 
other economic interests have their representatives on the floor 
of the Reichstag and not in the lobby outside. 

^ For an explanation, see pp. 631-633. 
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The type of organization used by the political .parties in the 
German Pteich is mot widely different from that with which we, have 
become familiar in the United States. ' Each party has. its national 
convention made up of delegates from the thirty-five districts. 
Each district sends a quota of delegates in proportion to its party 
strength. The national convention frames the party program and 
usuall}^ elects the members of the national executive committee 
including the chairman of this body. The executive committee at- 
tends to the details of party management and is the real directing 
force. It is assisted by an advisory council made up of one or more 
representatives from each of the thirty-five election districts. This 
council does not meet at stated times but comes together when- 
ever the executive committee summons it. Each party also has 
its national headquarters in Berlin and is provided with a perma- 
nent staff. ^ 

As in the United States, moreover, there are state and local 
organizations for each party. There are state conventions and 
state executive committees. Each election district also has its 
convention and its committee. Most of the parties also have similar 
apparatus for each city or town within the district. The foregoing 
should not be taken to imply, however, that all the German polit- 
ical parties carry through this elaborate organization from top to 
bottom. Each party has its weak and its strong spots. In some 
districts a party will have no organization at all, or almost none. 
The Social Democrats are an exception to this: they are strongly 
organized evei^’ivhere, with thirty-five district headquarters which 
function the year round. 

One important difference between German and American meth- 
ods of party organization ought to be mentioned. In the United 
States the party leaders cannot regularly control the nomination 
of senators or congressmen. A candidate may go into the Repub- 
lican or Democratic primary and gain the part^- nomination de- 
spite the opposition of the regular leaders. Indeed he may get the 
nomination without really being a member of the party whose 
standard he is selected to carry in the election campaign. Re- 
peatedty this has happened in the United States, hence the con- 
siderable number of insurgents in Congress, In Gemiany this 


^For a further discussiott see the article on “The German Party System'’ by 
James K. Pollock, Jr., in the American Political Science Reekw.YoL XXIII, 
pp. S59“S91 (November, 1929). 
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could not happen. No one can become a party candidate 
getting on the party list, and to do this he must be a member in 
thoroughly good standing. Each political party is permitted by 
law to determine how its own lists shall be made up and they have 
all settled the procedure in much the same way. In the districts 
the preliminary list of each party is made up by the district execu- 
tive committee and submitted to a convention of delegates. It is 
usually ratified without change. The national lists are framed 
by the national executive committees and are not customarily 
submitted to a convention for approval. No mongrel or mugwump 
can make his way upon either of these lists. To get his name there 
his allegiance to the party must be beyond question. This arrange- 
ment is what gives basis for the frequent allegation that the Ger- 
man electoral law has set up a “ dictatorship by party machines. ^ 

Certainly the control of candidacies, and of the actions of candi- 
dates after they are elected, is more securely lodged with the party 
leaders in Germany than in America. 

There are other differences. American party organization is Other con- 
run at top speed during the months which precede an election; thT^L^ri- 
then its wheels virtually stop moving until the next campaign 
approaches. This is because American elections come on dates 
which are definitely fixed and hence are known far in advance. But 
in Germany the Reichstag may be dissolved at any time, without a 
moment^s notice, and an election comes within a few weeks there- 
after. Four years may pass without an election, as happened from 
1924 to 1928; but two elections may be held within a few months 
as was the case in the first-named year. In July, 1930, the Reichs- 
tag was suddenly dissolved when its temi had still two more years 
to run, and a general election followed in September. Because of 
this uncertainty the German party organizations must keep them- 
selves with steam up at all times. Their headquarters are kept 
busy, with no long vacations. To maintain full-time organizations 
of this sort requires a good deal of money, which is collected from 
various sources as in America, although a large proportion of it 
comes from individual membership dues. This is particularly true of 
the Social Democrats who get most of their party funds in that way. 

The press in Germany, as in the other countries of continental 
Europe, is a political factor of great importance. Most of the lead- 

^ For example .see Oswald Spengler’s notable volume on The Decline of the West, 

Vol. II, p. 573. 
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ing German newspapers are, frankly and onrelentingl}^ partisan* 
A few profess independence but virtually ., none of them live up to 
this profession. Lange numbers of journals are literally owned by 
the party organizations. The Social Democratic party^ for example^ 
owns and publishes nearly t\yo hundred newspapers in all parts of 
the Reich. Other parties are by no means so well endowed with 
agencies of propaganda, although the moderate Nationalists have 
the unswerving and powerful support of the Hugenberg chain 
which controls numerous motion picture houses as well. The Ger- 
man Democrats do not own but they have the stead^r cooperation 
of several great newspapers whose circulation covers a large part 
of the country.^ For the Conimimists there is Die Rote Fahne 
which makes up in virulence for whatever it may lack in news 
service or journalistic quality. Newspaper editors and owners in 
Germany, as in France, are prominent among the paidy leaders 
and figure plentifully among the candidates for public office. 

In general the change that has been wrought in the Gemian 
party system during the past ten 3"ears is stupendous. One might 
expect the Germans to be good organizers but before the war the 
various political groups, with the exception of the Social Demo- 
crats, were loosely held together and poorly disciplined. To-day 
they have become ^Yhoroughly Americanized,^' as one German 
writer expresses it. Organization has been improved and party 
discipline tightened up until the various German parties are now 
as well integrated as anywhere else in the world. Many thoughtful 
Germans deplore this development, but the party leaders who have 
secured their new power through organization are not likely to give 
it up. Some also regret the multiple party S3^stem and argue that 
there is need for only two organizations, the Right and the Left; but 
the Center stands between the two and draws its membership from 
both, hence it is not likely to participate in any scheme of part}- 
mergers. The indications are that Germanj^ will continue to have 
several parties no matter what trend her government take.- 

^ The Frankfurter Zeitung, Vossische Zextung, and the Berliner XIorgenpost for 
example. Vorwiirts is the outstanding organ of the Social Democrats. The Berliner 
Lokalanzeiger is the organ of the German People’s party and the Deutsclie All- 
gemeine Zeitung tends to favor that party also. Germania is the organ of the Cen ter, 
but the Koelnische Zeitung is Centrist also. The Deutsch Zeitung is extreme 
Nationalist and so is the Kreuz-Zeitung. 

2 A full discussion may be found in the article on The Gorman Party System ” l)y 
James K. Pollock, Jr., in the American Political Science Remew\ VoL XXIIX. 
pp. 859-891 (November, 1929). 
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Post-war Problems 

The great problem in German politics during the past decade has 
been to liquidate the various legacies of the war. First came the 
task of stabilizing the currency. Before the outbreak of the war the 
total currency in circulation was about seven billion marks of 
which less than half was in paper notes. By the close of the war the 
total had risen to nearly twenty billions, with virtually all of it in 
notes. This inflation brought the mark down to half its par value, 
reckoned in American dollars, by the close of 1918. But the extreme 
depreciation of the German currency came during the next five 
years and was due to the action of the government in attempting 
to make its budget balance by the issue of more paper money. 
Month by month, as this futile process went on, the mark slipped 
down. In the summer of 1921 it was worth less than two cents; in 
1922 it took 4500 marks to buy a dollar; and in 1923 it required a 
million marks to buy an American postage stamp. 

At this stage a new standard of values and medium of exchange 
known as the rentenmark (based upon hypothecated property) was 
devised, and the rentenmarks were subequently replaced by new gold 
marks, or notes which were assertedly redeemable in gold. These 
now form the backbone of the German currency. Meanwhile, 
however, the entire deposited savings of the people disappeared 
with the collapse of the old mark, for government bonds, mort- 
gages, and other obligations ceased to have any substantial value, 
while industrial securities were liquidated for next to nothing. 
Thus the whole middle class was stripped of its resources. The 
episode afforded a highly instructive lesson with respect to the 
economic chaos and ultimate injustice which unrestrained inflation 
can produce. 

During these same years the German government had to wrestle 
with the problem of reparations. In the Treaty of Versailles the 
victorious Allies required Germany to acknowledge responsibility 
for the war and to assume liability for paying reparations. This 
Gennany did because she had no other alternative. The famous 
Article 231 of the Treaty, which relates to this responsibility, is as 
follows: 

*^The Allied and Associated governments affirm, and Germany 
accepts, the responsibility of Germany and her allies for causing all the 
loss and damage to which the Allied and Associated governments and 
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their nationals have, been subjected as a consequence of the war imposed 

upon them by the aggression of Germany and her allies/ ’ 

But the' .amount of. these reparations was not fixed in, the. treaty; it 
was left to be fixed by a special reparations , commission. ' A.fter 
various proposals and counterproposals this commission, in 1921, 
fixed the total at thirty-three billion dollars, to be paid in annual 
installments over a long term of years. Germany accepted this 
stipulation under vigorous protest, but in the midst of her own 
currency disorganization soon became unable to make the large 
annual payments as provided. The German government first 
asked for a moratorium and then defaulted ' altogether, whereupon 
the French and Belgium forces took possession of the Ruhr, a rich 
coal region, as security. This region constitutes the industrial heart 
of Germany and its occupation by foreign troops greatly accen- 
tuated her economic difficulties. 

Accordingly the German government now proposed that an 
impartial international commission should be appointed to in- 
vestigate Germany’s capacity to pay reparations and expressed a 
willingness to resume pajnnent on this basis. In response to this 
proposal a body known as the Dawes Committee was appointed, 
consisting of two representatives each from the United States, 
Great Britain, France, Italy, and Belgium under the chairmanship 
of General Charles G. Dawes, who later became Vice President of 
the United States. This committee prepared in 1924 the Daw’^es 
plan wdiereby Germany was to pay annual installments on a grad- 
uated scale, the money to be derived from certain sources desig- 
nated in the plan, and the installments to be transferred to the 
creditor countries under an arrangement w'hich would prevent un- 
due disturbance with the rate of exchange. This plan w’^as adopted 
by all concerned, the Ruhr w^as evacuated, and during the next 
four years Germany made her pajmients in accordance with it. 

But the Dawes plan did not fix the total of Germany's obliga- 
tions. It merely determined what Germany could pay annually 
over a period of years and said nothing about how long she should 
continue paying. This problem necessitated, in due course, the 
appointment of another committee of experts which met in 1929 
and was known as the Young Committee, its chairman being Owen 
D. Young, who had served in the making of the Dawes plan. The 
Young Committee prepared and reported a revised schedule of 
payments extending over fifty-nine years. It also provided for the 
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establishment of a Bank for International Settlements with the 
function of facilitating the transfer of these annual payments and 
serving as a stabilizing factor in international exchange. In due 
course the Young plan was accepted with some modifications and 
put into effect. Thereupon the last tract of German territory 
occupied by the French was evacuated. The International Bank 
has been established, under international management, and is 
functioning. The annual payments now being made by Germany 
amount to about half a billion dollars. Whether the Reich can, or 
will, continue these large payments to the end of the term is some- 
thing that no sensible man would venture to predict because it is 
not merely a matter of economics but of politics also. 

Germany was not admitted to membership in the League of Germany 
Nations at the time of its formation, but provision was made for League of 
later admission by a two-thirds vote of the League assembly. In 
1925 the German government suggested that the four major 
powers should enter into a British-French-Italian-German agree- 
ment for the avoidance of war, this to be based upon the recogni- 
tion of existing territorial ownership and conditioned upon Ger- 
many’s fulfilment of her treaty obligations. As an outcome of this 
suggestion a conference was held at Locarno in Switzerland with Locarno, 
delegates present from the four major countries and from Belgium, 

Poland, and Czechoslovakia as well. At this conference various 
arbitration treaties were negotiated, as well as a Treaty of Mutual 
Guarantee. By the terms of this latter agreement, commonly 
known as the Locarno Pact, the inviolability of the existing fron- 
tiers between Germany, Belgium, and France were guaranteed by 
the three countries concerned, as well as by Great Britain and 
Italy. In case of a doubtful violation the issue was to be referred to 
the Council of the League of Nations. 

This provision made it highly desirable that Gennany should be 
admitted to membership in the League, with a permanent seat on 
the Council, and informal assurances to that end were given. In 
September, 1926, these promises were fulfilled. Germany became a 
member of the League of Nations on the same status with France 
and Great Britain. Shortly thereafter the various interallied com- 
missions of control which had been functioning in Germany since 
the war were abolished and their duties transferred to the League. 

Then with the acceptance of the Young plan the French troops 
remaining in the German Rhineland were withdrawn. 
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Many books have been- written about, German politics and problems 
since the war. On political parties the best book is L. Be.rgstrasser, Ge- 
schleMe dei^ poUHschmi Pmieien in Deutschland (5th edition, Berlin, 1928). 
Reference may also be made to P. Saloman, Die deutschm Parteiprogm'mme 
(4th, edition, 3' vols., Berlin, 1926); Ernst Jackh, The Neii) Germany 
(London, 1927); H* G. Daniels, The Rise of the German RepubUc (Loiidoii, 

1927) ; and the article, by James K. Pollock, Jr.,' on “The German Party 
System ” in the American Political Science Review, ¥oL XXIII, pp. 859- 
891 (November, 1929).. ■ 

On German financial problems and the reparations issue see Gustav 
Casselj Des Geldwesen nach 1911^ (Leipsic, 1925); Hjalmar Schaclit, Die 
Stabilisiermig dor Mark (Stuttgart, 1927); R. K. Michels, Cartels, Combines 
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CHAPTER XXXV 

ITALY AND THE FASCIST REVOLUTION 

The relations between the state and the individual are completely reversed 
by the fascist doctrine. Instead of the old democratic formula ^'society for the 
individual/’ we have the new formula ‘individuals for society .” — Alfredo Rocco. 

Buttressed on the north by the Alps, and ribbed throughout its 
course by the Apennines, the kingdom of Italy thrusts itself into 
the Mediterranean. No country in Europe has had a longer and 
more interesting political history. It contains two regions which 
differ widely in their physical characteristics, namely, the northern 
or continental region which includes Lombardy, Piedmont, Tus- 
cany, and Venetia, and the southern or peninsular division, which 
comprises not only Rome and its adjacent territories, but the old 
kingdom of Naples and the islands of Sardinia and Sicily. The en- 
tire kingdom comprises about 90,000 square miles, which is slightly 
more than the area of Kansas. But the population of Italy exceeds 
41,000,000, which is more than that of aU the American states west 
of the Mississippi. 

The earliest history of this peninsula is known only through the 
classic legends. It was then inhabited by a variety of tribes. At 
some time prior to 700 B. C. came the founding of Rome and in due 
course the sway of this city was extended in all directions until 
it eventually spread over most of the then-known world. Thus 
Italy became and for several centuries remained a world empire, 
the center of world culture and civilization. All roads led to the 
Eternal City, a proud metropolis with a population of over a 
million. 

Then ensued a long period of decline in Roman power and its 
ultimate collapse in the fifth Christian century. The barbarians 
from the north came down into Italy, overran it, sacked its cities, 
wrecked its government, and turned the land into a desolation. 
Next follow^ed the periods of Gothic, Byzantine, Lombard, and 
Carolingian domination — each with its own vicissitudes. Much 
could be written on the history of this lurid interval of five cen- 
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turies froBi 500 to 1000 A, but it would not be appropriate here. 
It is enough to say 'that 'banditry and disorder, too often got the 
upper hand in 'spite of all' that either the civil or, ecclesiastical, au- 
thorities, could do. ,■■■■■'■ 

With. , the beginning. of the eleventh , century some signs , of a 
revival , appeared. The cities, particular^ in the. northern part of 
the peninsula, began once more to grow and flourish. Princes and 
dukes, as well as communes and republics, were able to stabilize 
their power in. a host of -small states and to .maintain a semblance of 
discipline although they -were frequently at war with o.ne another. 
By the close of the middle ages, the time had become ripe for the 
welding of these jarring areas into a unified nation ; but unhappily no 
unification was achieved. On the contrary this civil warfare paved 
the way for an era of foreign domination which proved to be long 
continued. England and France attained the goal of unit,y; Italy 
did not. She remained a geograpii.ical expression dow'n to the end 
of the.. nineteenth century. Local jealousies, regionalism, foreign 
control,, and a lack of national consciousness all contributed ,to 
make it so. 

The beginnings of progress toward the. iiiiificatio.n of Italy date 
from the years 1796-1799 when Napoleon Bonaparte invaded the 
land with his ever-victorious arniies and brought the wliole terri- 
tory under his control. , Thereupon, in true Napoleonic fashion, he 
combined many of. the small states into a Cisalpine Republic, and 
finally united the. entire peninsula under French tutelage. To all 
of it he extended the Code NapoMon and the French administrative 
system. In this way he stamped upon Italian political and legal 
institutions an impress "wliicli they bear to this dajx But this uni- 
fication of Italy proved to be brief for it went to pieces when the 
Napoleonic empire collapsed. Nevertheless it gave the Italian 
people a new vision and revived among them their old eonseiousriess 
of a common nationality. Thus it was the rise of a Bonaparte that 
first created among the Italians, as among the Germans, a determi- 
nation to be united under a government of their own. And, cu- 
riously enough, it was the fall of another Bonaparte (1870) that in 
both cases enabled this unification to be consummated. 

In 1814-1S15 the Congress of Vienna met to realign the bound- 
aries of Europe which the long wars had so rudely disturbed. One 
of the most difficult questions confronting the Congress was what 
to do with Italy, — and, as it happened, Italy had no friends at this 




Congress. Austria, for her own advantage and security, desired 
that Italy should remain disunited and weak. It was likewise Aus*- 
tria’s ambition to dominate all the Italian states which la^^ within 
reach of her owm frontier. So Italy was once more dismembered. 
Austria recovered Venetia and the duchy of Milan. Parma, Mo- 
dena, Tuscan^^, Naples, and various other states were placed under 
foreign rulers. The Pope was confirmed in his possession of Rome 
and the papal states. The kingdom of Sardinia, including Savoy 
and Piedmont (with the addition of Genoa), was the only one 
left with an Italian dynasty. Thus Italy became once again a 
land of shreds and patches, as it had been before the Bonapartist 
invasions. 

But the Congress of Vienna, although it rearranged boundaries, 
could not stifle the sentiment for unity and independence which 
had been aroused among the people, Bonaparte, after his exile to 
St. Helena, was enough of a statesman to foresee that no fiat of a 
world-congress would suffice to keep the various states of Italy 
from gravitating together. “Italy's unity of language, customs and 
literature," he WTOte, “must sooner or later bring all her inhabit- 
ants under one government." This prediction was ultimately 
fulfilled, although its fulfilment was long delayed. The nationalist 
sentiment attained its earliest strength in the kingdom of Sardinia 
which, as has been said, included Piedmont and Savoy on the main- 
land. 

But no plan of union could hope to be successful unless it were 
based upon liberalism — and there was no political liberalism in 
any part of Italy during the first half of the nineteenth century. 
Even the kingdom of Sardinia-Piedmont and Savoy was without a 
constitution. It was not until 1848 that its king, Charles Albert, 
granted his people a charter of political liberties known as the 
Statuto fondamentale. This act of liberalism enraged the Austrians 
and led to a war which cost Charles Albert his throne, but his son 
and successor refused to abrogate the constitution of 1848 although 
strong pressure w^as placed upon him to do so.^ 

With Sardinia-Piedmont under a constitutional monarch the 
%vay was cleared for the beginnings of unity. And for the next 
twenty years the rise of Italy to nationhood is the story of this one 
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^ Constitutions were also granted in some of the other states, notably in the 
kingdom of Naples; but everywhere except in Sardinia-Piedmont they were re- 
voked during the years following 1848. 
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staters expansion over all the rest. In its. earlier stages the ■.move- 
ment had a capable and far-sighted leader^ Count Cavontj , who. 
became prime minister of Sardinia-Piedmont in 1852. He was an 
' ardent nationalist and had in mind for Italy exactly the. same goal 
that Bismarck sought for Germany ten years later. Like Bismarck^ 
too, he was convinced that no scheme of Italian unity would be per- 
mitted by Austria. Austria, therefore, must first be dealt with on 
the battlefield and ousted from all share in Italian affairs. But 
A.ustria was a great military power in these days, and it would 
have been suicidal for Sardinia-Piedmont to make war on the 
Hapsburg empire unaided and alone. 

His diplo- So Gavour proceeded to seek allies among the other European 
( 1865 - powers. In 1855 he joined England and France in their joint (Cri- 
1859 ). mean) war against Russia — not because Sardinia had any direct 
interest in the question at issue, but because Cavour desired to put 
France under moral obligations to his own country. By this and 
other well-timed diplomatic manoeiivers he finally drew France 
into a definite agreement by which Napoleon III undertook to 
combine with him in driving Austria from Italian soil. Together 
the two allies assailed Austria in 1859, and won victories at Ma- 
genta and Solferino; but before the Austrians had been completely 
dislodged Napoleon III weakened and decided to conclude a peace 
by which only half the bargain was fulfilled. Lombardy was taken 
from Austria and joined with Sardinia-Piedmont, but the Aus- 
trians were permitted to keep Venetia.^ 

This demarche on the part of the French was a great disappoint- 
ment to Cavour and to all the partisans of Italian unification; but 
it did not bring the nationalist movement to an end. On the con- 
trary it gave new virility to the cause which now aimed at nothing 
short of a kingdom unified from tip to toe, with Victor Emmanuel, 
Gmbaldi the king of Sardinia-Piedmont-Lombardy, as monarch of all Italy, 
annexa- Notable progress in tMs direction was made when various small 
tions. states (Parma, Modena, and Tuscany) presently ousted their foreign 

rulers and declared for annexation. Under the leadership of Gari- 
baldi both Naples and Sicily revolted in 1860, expelled the Bourbon 
dynasty, and voted likewise. In this way the program of unifica- 
tion made headway until it was virtually complete with the ex- 
ception of Venetia (which Austria retained), and Rome, with the 

return for French assistance Sardinia-Piedmont was required to hand over 
Nice and Savoy to France. 
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adjacent papal state much reduced in size/which were still under 
the rule of the Vatican.' 

Cavour did not live to see the completion of his work, which was 
delayed for another decade by reason of various obstacles. Aus- 
tria could not be ousted from Venetia by the armies of Italy alone; 
it was necessary to wait until the Austrians were in trouble else- 
where. This opportunity arrived in 1866 and the Italians seized it 
without hesitation. While the Prussians were overwhelming Aus- 
tria at Sadoiva, the Italian armies went into Venetia and re- 
deemed this portion of their homeland. They would have an- 
nexed Rome and the papal states also, had it not been for the 
intelrvention of Napoleon III who now reappeared in Italian poli- 
tics, this time as the protector of the Pope’s temporal rulership. 
From 1866 to 1870 a small French army guarded Rome against the 
Italians, but in the latter year it was withdrawn for service in the 
Franco-Prussian war and the Italians were promptly on the heels 
of the evacuation. The Italian capital was thereupon transferred 
from Florence to Rome. The temporal power of the Papacy came 
to an end for more than fifty years, only to be reestablished in a 
modified form by a new agreement which was concluded between 
the Vatican and the Italian government in 1929. Meanwhile the 
relations between the two were sought to be regulated by a Law of 
the Papal Guarantees which the Italian parliament enacted in 
1871 but which the Papacy never recognized.^ 

There are some interesting similarities between the unification 
of Italy and that of German}^ In both cases Austria was the chief 
barrier to the goal. In both instances the nationalist leadership 
was provided by one vigorous state, by Sardinia-Piedmont in one 
case, by Prussia in the other. There was a four-year delay in both 
countries by reason of Fi’ench intervention, and the overthrow of 
Napoleon III brought the final culmination of unity in both. Bis- 
marck lived to see the crowning of his work, while Cavour did not. 
The two newly-unified countries became allies and remained so 
for many j^ears, but in the world war the alliance parted. 

The expansion of Sardinia-Piedmont into the kingdom of Italy 
did not involve the framing of a new constitution. The Statute of 
1848 was merely extended, stage by stage, to the annexed terri- 
tories. Ostensibly this constitution still remains in effect, although 

^ For a discussion of the Roman question, including the Law of the Guarantees 
and the Concordat of 1929, see below, pp. 717-721. 
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it lias been amended out of all recognition during recent years by 
the Fascist government, of Italy. The process of amendment is so 
simple that this has not .proved difficult. When the Statuto of. 1848 
was proclaimed it contained no provision for amendment. This 
silence was forthwith construed to mean that it could be amended 
at any time by merely passing an amending law. The leaders of the 
government and the courts have accepted and acted upon this 
understanding,. namely, that the written constitution of Italy, like 
the unwritten constitution of Great Britain, can be changed an 
act of parliament. 

, . For more, than sixty years, however, amendments were rela- 
tively .infrequent despite the ease with which they could be made. 
Both parliamentarians and the people went on the principle that 
the provisions of the Statuto should not be radically eliaiiged 
unless for some urgent reason. Accordingly there developed a 
general tradition that the Italian parliament would not pass any 
law in conflict with the constitution, and hence amending its pro- 
visions, until after the issue had been threshed out in an election 
campaign and virtually decided by popular vote. The Statuto 
of 1848 was a very short document, and general in its terms, hence 
a great deal of detail was left to be filled in by laws, decrees, and 
usages. With the expansion of the kingdom and the increased com- 
plexity of its government this constitution was naturally much elab- 
orated, but its essential features underwent no great cliange from 
1848 to 1922. It gave Italy a political system that seemed at times 
to be sadly lacking in executive stability, but there was no serious 
demand for a thorough overhauling of the fundamental law’ until 
after the close of the ■world war. 

With the advent of Benito Mussolini to powder in 1922, how’ever, 
all this began to undergo rapid and drastic changes. The old min- 
isterial instability disappeared. One dominant political partyq the 
Fascist party, went into power and stayed there. Many essential 
features of the old constitution w^ere east off, one after another, 
until the government of Italy to-day bears hardly a faint resem- 
blance to its prototype before the world wmr. The Italian political 
revolution of the past ten years has been extensive. It has re- 
tained the monarchical form of government but has transformed 
the basis of parliamentary representation, the system of law- 
making, the structure of local administration, the relations of 
church and state, the party system, and to some extent the ad- 
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ministration of justice. The Italian government of to-day rests 
upon a new political philosophy. 

In the case of most governments it is customary to outline the 
political framework first and the party system afterwards. This is 
because party organization adapts itself to the mechanism of gov- 
ernment. But in the case of Italy the order has to be reversed, for 
there the frame of government has been adapted to the exigencies 
of the party system. Fascism is the pivotal fact in contemporary 
Italian government. It is therefore essential, before discussing 
monarchs, ministers, or parliaments, to explain what Fascism is, 
how it came upon the scene, and what it has done to the Italian 
constitution. This, in turn, necessitates a survey of Italian politi- 
cal development before, during, and immediately after the great 
war of the nations. 

Modern Italian politics began with the Statute, although that 
document contains no hint that political parties would have any 
share in the government. Cavour, who became prime minister in 
1852, was not a strong party man. He was a liberal with conserva- 
tive inclinations. During the period of his premiership (1852- 
1861) Cavour built up a great body of political followers. They 
were not held together by party ties but by personal devotion to 
him and by their zeal for the unification of Italy. The great states- 
man’s death in June, 1861, shattered one of those bonds, and with 
the final occupation of Rome in 1870 the other went also. There- 
upon the comitiy divided into two camps commonly known as the 
Right (Conservatives) and the Left (Liberals). The former drew 
their chief strength from the north, the latter from the south. The 
Right managed to secure the lion’s share of the credit which went 
with the achievement of Italian unity and for some years after 1870 
was able to dominate the Chamber. But its rule was too reaction- 
ary to suit the masses of the people and in 1876 it was replaced by 
the Left which was able to hold the reins of power, without in- 
terruption, for twenty years. 

During this period there were several prime ministers, for both 
the Right and the Left proceeded to become split into smaller 
groups, and although the groups forming the Left were consistently 
the stronger they could not stay united behind a single ministry 
for any considerable length of time. The most notable of Italy’s 
prime ministers during the earlier portion of this period was 
Depretis, a shrewd political manipulator who always managed to 
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get himself eounted among, the winners after each ministerial 
• crisis. He was not -a great . statesman in, ..any sense of the. term. 
During the later years of the nineteenth centiiryj especially du,ring 
the, .era 1891““1896, .the outstanding figure in Italian, p,olitics .was 
.Francesco Crispi, a leader of great vigor and' capacity, who .urn 
happily ran into difficulties which were not altogether of his own 
.• making. .An Italian military expedition against Abyssinia .met 
with a serious defeat. a.nd Crispi became the scapegoat. With his 
departure from office the parties of the Left surrendered, for the 
moment, their long lease of power. 

The, Right came back to office in 1896, after its long rest in 
.the shades of opposition, but it did not remain in office very long. 
It. could not hold a majority of the Chamber together. There seemed 
to,, be no place in Italian politics for an avowedly conservative 
■blocchi—m a coalition is 'Called in the .land, of the Gassars. So 
m.inistries were formed, _ defeated, re-formed, and defeated again. 
This process -continued in. tedious reiteration year after year. 
Italy rivalled France in her Sittings of cabinets in and, out., ' Only 
one Italian statesman managed to keep himself consistently to the 
forefront during these troublesome times. This was Giovanni 
Giolitti, foremost among the leaders of the Left, an. opportunist 
if ever there was one, and a politician of marvelous dexterity in the 
making of coalitions. Although it is often said tliat he never 
deigned to face any great-.national problem in a statesmanlike way, 
nevertheless much- -of Italy’s early social legislation was enacted 
under his leadership -or w.ith his support. At various times Giolitti 
had to meet not only the opposition of the conservative groups but 
that of the Socialists, as well, for he declined to go so far as the latter 
desired. That he was able to do so much is a tribute to his skiU 
in the handling of politicians. He professed democratic sentiments, 
but did not have any fixed political principles and was ready to 
favor any party provided that by so doing he could carry on a 
little longer. Yet he was marvelously >successM in politics. Giolitti 
held the post of prime minister during a considerable part of the 
period 1900-1915, and when not in power he was usually close to 
the edge of it. 

Meanwhile a socialist'.party had been coming to the front as in 
the other countries, of continental Europe. In due course the 
Socialists formulated a definite program, with demands for uni- 
versal suffrage, reduction of armaments, tariff reduction, welfare 
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legislation, and social insurance. By reason of this program, to- 
gether with the relative impotence of the older parties, the Social- 
ists made steady gains during the first decade of the twentieth 
century and eventually controlled a substantial group in the lower 
chamber of the Italian parliament. 

At this juncture (1916) came Italy^s entrance into the world Italy in the 
war. The Socialists, for the most part, were opposed to this step, 
but the government could not withstand the allurements and 
compensations which were held out to Italy in the event of an 
Allied victory. She was to have large territorial acquisitions, 
chiefly at the expense of Austria-Hungary. Italy’s part in the war, 
however, proved to be extremely burdensome to the national 
treasury, and the operations of the Italian army were by no means 
so successful as had been expected. 

During the war period the Italian Socialists gave an unenthu- The Social- 
siastic support to the government, as in other countries, and took 
no unfair advantage of the national emergency, although some 
extremists among them were believed at one time to be tampering 
with the morale of the army. A serious Italian reverse at the 
Piave was thought to have been caused by their pacifist propa- 
ganda. At any rate when the war was over the Socialist party 
emerged with a more radical program, and some of them, fired by 
the success of the revolutions in Russia and in Germany, became 
avowed communists. At the Socialist Congress of 1919 the party 
officially adopted a program of a maximalist or communist char- 
acter and declared its allegiance to the Third (Moscow) Inter- 
nationale. This program demanded the abolition of the capitalistic 
system and called for the introduction of soviet rule. Under normal 
conditions a proposal so drastic would not have made a strong 
appeal to the Italian people, but conditions were chaotic and the 
non-Socialist pai1)ies were unable to offer a united opposition or to 
agree on a common program. 

The whole country, moreover, was in a disillusioned and re- The na- ^ ^ 
sentful mood because Italy seemed to have profited so little from lisfonment." 
the war. The masses of the people had been led to expect large 
accessions of territory at the close of the conflict, and the modest 
awards made to Italy by the Peace Conference were a profound 
disappointment. There was a general expectation that Italy would 
get the port of Fiume and the Dalmatian coast, together with the 
control of Albania, thus turning the Adriatic into an Italian lake. 
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Many Italians also looked for the acquisition of territoriesTn the 
Near East at the expense of Turkey, and in Africa at the expense of 
Germany. But these high hopes were not realized and, the popular 
: wrath recoiled on those who had taken the country into, the war. 
To make' matters worseThe government had huge annual deficits 
in these immediate post-war years; the, currency depreciated,; the 
cost of living went up; and there was much unemployment. 

The Socialists profited from this widespread disillusionment and 
discontent. They now had a group in the Chamber of .Deputies 
large enough to force concessions from the ministry, and they used 
this power tO' the full. Strikes and disorders became mo.re ,1111- 
inerous and more serious; but the hand of the government seemed 
paralyzed. The Socialists, with their Marxian program, were not 
strong enough to rule Italy theinselves; but they had enough power 
to prevent anyone else' from doing it effectively^ With a divided 
and vacillating ministry^ at the helm the economic situation became 
steadily worse during 1920. Agrarian disorders resulted from the 
seizure of land by" peasants in the southern part of the country. 
Workers began to seize factories and to organize them on the Rus- 
sian plan. Soviet agents urged the movement on. For a time it 
looked as though Italy was on the verge of becoming a dictator- 
ship of the proletariate; but the more moderate element in the 
Socialist party held back and the opportunity^ was lost. 

It was not until after the danger of revolution had passed 
that fascism stepped into the breach. The origin of the Fascisti 
goes back to the earlyr days of the war when Italy" wns still 
a neutral. At that time organizations were formed for the 
purpose of urging the country" into the war on the side of Eng- 
land, France, and Russia— fasci interverdistij they" were called. 
They were not anti-Socialist except in so far as they" blamed the 
Socialists, among othem, for keeping Italy out of the w’ar. And 
when Italy" joined the Allies in 1915 the reason for their existence 
disappeared. After the armistice, ho^vever, they" were reorganized 
under a new name, fasci di combaUinmitOf with Benito Jlussolini 
at their head. 

This remarkable man was born in 1883, the son of a village 
blacksmith. He became a school teacher but drifted Into journal- 
ism and in 1912 became editor of Aimitij the ofEciai organ of the 
Italian Socialist party. As such he was a revolutionary Socialist. 
After the world war broke out, however, Mussolini began to ad- 
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vocate Italian intervention on the side of the Allies. For this the 
Socialists dismissed him from his editorship. Thereupon he moved 
away from his old associates although not from their program. 
When Italy entered the war he enrolled in the ranks and served 
until he. was wounded. 

After the war was over^ Mussolini issued a call for ex-service 
men to join the Union of Combat (fasci di combattimento) with the 
idea of creating an organization, strong enough to help in the 
solution of Italy's post-war problems. Many of them responded, 
and when disorder became widespread in 1920 large numbers of 
conservative Italians flocked .into the Fascist' membership ^also. 
From a revolutionary Socialist, Mussolini beeameleader of the re- 
actionaries. Branches of the organization were established all over 
the country. Groups of younger Fascisti, clad in black shirts, sallied 
forth to stem the rising, tide of communism. : Meanwhile the Giolitti 
government sat inactive, letting the two sides fight it out in the 
streets, wdiich they d.id with a good many casualties. 

Fascism got the better of this guerilla civil, warfare. The split 
in the Socialist ranks, the weakness of the .government, the desire 
of the people for a restoration of law and order, the financing of 
the cause by, industrial corporations, — ^these factors contributed 
to, its success. ' The organization presently became the Fascist 
party .with a new platform into which a strong do.se of conservatism 
had been injected. Those who had joined it to put down commu- 
nism now continued their support in order to see the work of recon- 
struction completed. Feeling himself strong enough to issue an 
ultimatum to the government, Mussolini in 1922 demanded that 
a new ministry with Fascist representation be placed in power 
or a general election held. While the government was trying to 
make up its mind, the call went forth for a Fascist march on Rome. 
From all corners of the kingdom, in response to Mussolini's sum- 
mons, the black shirts converged upon the Eternal City and de- 
manded that governmental authority be surrendered into their 
hands. 

The ministry capitulated. Mussolini was installed as prime 
minister with a coalition cabinet of his own choosing. Then he 
warned the Chamber of Deputies that if it did not support the new 
administration it would be dissolved. The Chamber hastened to do 
as it was bidden. It gave assent to the measures laid before it, no- 
tably to the electoral law of 1923. For the first time in fifty years 
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Italy was . under the rule of a prime mini.ster who (for the moment) 
did not have to placate any element among the. deputies, .Then en- 
sued the steady fascistization of the whole' government. With a stem 
hand. Mussolini proceeded to cut down, governmental expenses and 
to make the budget balance. He dismissed superfluous public ofBcials 
in large numbers. He went on the principle that none but Fascists 
■were entitled to any place on the public pay roll. Nor did Mus- 
solini scruple to crush opposition and to stifle criticism wherever 
they showed themselves. He used the power of the government 
to curb the opposition press and to silence what was left of com- 
munist leadership. 

Then Mussolini proceeded to secure a Chamber of Deputies that 
could be counted upon to give no trouble at critical moments. 
Under the provisions of the new electoral law (1923) it was arranged 
that the people should vote for parties, not for candidates. The 
ballots were to contain party s^mibols, not names, and the voters 
were merely to choose between these sjmibols. Then, when the 
votes in the whole kingdom were counted, the party obtaining the 
largest vote •was to receive two-thirds of all the seats in the Cham- 
ber, the successful candidates to be taken in order from a list pre- 
viously prepared by the party. Tiie minority parties were to have 
seats allotted to them in proportion to the number of votes polled 
The idea was to make sure that some one political party would be 
assured of a safe majority in the Chamber, thus putting an end to 
bloc government and ministerial instability. 

The new electoral law received its first test at a general election 
in 1924. The Fascist party, as was intended, stood highest at the 
polls and got two-thirds of the seats under this system of unpro- 
portional votes. But the other parties, Liberals and Socialists, 
formed a vigorous minority and their criticism of the government 
on the floor of the Chamber sometimes became more outspoken 
than the Fascist leaders felt inclined to tolerate. Repressive meas- 
ures were used to silence them. A prominent Socialist deputy, 
Matteotti, was abducted and murdered in true Chicago fashion. 
The affair created a great commotion and the non-Fascist meml^ers 
of the Chamber (ImoTO as the Aventine bloc) withdrew from its 
sessions. No attempt was .made to coax them back; the Chamber 
went along with., its work., as a virtually undiluted Fascist bod^y. 
For a time Mussolini; took; most of the ministerial posts for him- 
self, but when his political reforms had been accomplished he dis- 
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tributed them to his lieutenants, retaining for himself the posts of 
prime minister and minister of the interior. 

The record of changes made in the Italian political system during 
the years following 1924 is a remarkable one. Only the outstanding 
ones can be indicated here. When fascism was still in its formative 
stages it undertook to combat the power of the regular trade 
unions (which were under Socialist control) by organizing Fascist 
syndicates or trade unions. Later these unions were linked into 
loose federations of Fascist syndical corporations and gained recog- 
nition from the employers as the channels through which the work- 
ers were to be dealt with. Some of the employers, on their part, 
also organized federations, and the existence of these organized 
economic groups provided the basis for a national Charter of Labor 
wMch w^as issued by the government in 1927. 

This interesting document contains thirty articles.^ It professes 
to be based on the postulate that the government is the guardian 
of all economic rights, whether of employers or workers, ^^The 
Italian nation,’’ it begins, “is an organism w^hose aim, whose life, 
and whose means of action are superior to those of the individuals 
who constitute it.” Labor in all its forms, intellectual, technical, 
and manual, is declared to be “a social obligation.” The right of 
both employers and workers to organize is recognized, but only 
under the control of the state and in such manner as the govern- 
ment prescribes. No organization of employers or workers, except 
it be officially recognized, is permitted to function in the interests 
of its members, and no organization is to be given this official 
recognition if it is affiliated with any international body. This 
rules out all commimist and socialist organizations, and in fact 
gives the govermnent power to render impotent any non-socialist 
body which is not fascist in its sympathies. 

The officially-i’ecognized syndicates, or separate associations 
of employers and workers, or of professional men, are empowered 
to make collective contracts regulating hours and conditions of 
labor, wages, and so forth, these contracts to be binding on all 
engaged in the industry, whether members of the syndicates or 
not. These S3mdical associations have power to exact from all 
employers or workers, as the case may be, an annual contribution 

^ An English translation, with a critical introduction by President William Green, 
of the American Federation of Labor, may be found in Current History, Vol. XXVI, 
pp. 445-449 (June, 1927). 
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not exeeedmg'one day’s pay-roll in tlie'case'of employers and one 
day’s pay in the case of workers. ■ This fee is payable whether they 
are ..enrolled as members of the s^mdicates or ...not. Labo.r contro- 
versies are to be settled, in the first instance, by eonfe.rence,. be- 
tween the officials of 'the syndicates concerned. Failing success by 
this method they are referred to the, federation in which the indus- 
try is included. It should be explained that all the separate syndi- 
cates of emplo,yers and workers are grouped into federations, and 
these again into -seven great confederations or corporations, each 
covering broadly related industries. Representatives of ei.Tiplo3.>ers 
and of workers come together from their respective federations In a 
^fcorporation.” These corporations are made up by combining the 
syndical associations or federations of a particular industry, both 
.employers and workers, together. If the controvers}" cannot be 
adjusted by the corporation, it goes to the nearest labor tribuna!, 
of which there is one attached to each of the sixteen regular courts 
of appeal. The intent of these provisions is to prevent strikes, 
lockouts, and other interferences with the natural course of in- 
dustry and trade. x41I strikes and lockouts are therefore prohibited. 

The syndical associations may be organized on a local, provin- 
cial, or even a national basis. Each must have a president and. a 
secretary. They are chosen as the constitution of the s^mdieate may 
provide and are paid from the obligatory dues. But no choice of a 
president or secretary is valid until approved b}'' tlie governmental 
authorities in Rome. Each association also has a })oard of directors, 
but the board may be dissolved at any time b}” the go\’eriiment and 
its functions given to the president. Or the government ma\'' place 
a special commissioner -in charge. As a measure of last resort the 
recognition given to any syndical association may be withdrawn. 
The same provisions ap.pty, in a general way, to the federations and 
the confederations. There are seven recognized national confed- 
erations of employers and seven of empIo 3 Tes. 

Employers and workers do not come together in an}" of the above 
organizations. They stay apart. The corporations are the agencies 
which bring them -to.get}ier — ^for adjusting labor disputes, deter- 
mining conditions of .work, maintaining eruplo}mieiit bureaus, and 
making trade regulations. ■ The president and otlier officers of each 
corporation are appointed and removed bv" the minister of corpora- 
tions who is a member of the national cabinet appointed by the 
head of the government. His office controls the whole machinery. 



ITALY AND THE FASCIST REVOLUTION 691 


for the corporations are declared to be “administrative organs of 
the state/^ 

The “corporative state” is thus a somewhat complicated affair 
at law; but it is not so intricate in practice. The syndical associa- 
tions, federations, and confederations exist mainly as organizations 
on paper. They are managed by a few hand-picked officers who 
gather in the annual dues. As the officers are all of them dependable 
Fascists, and indeed active workers in the Fascist party cause, this 
plan of obligatory annual membership provides the party with 
what is virtually a great campaign fund. Moreover, the government 
(under Article 10 of the charter) may intervene and settle contro- 
versies without reference to committees or courts in case of emer- 
gency. What the whole machinery amounts to in reality is the 
adjustment of all economic controA'-ersies by small groups of officials 
Avho are supposed to represent all the interests involved but who 
are in fact named by the government through the minister of cor- 
porations. It is a scheme of compulsory arbitration by appointive 
officials.^ 

In 1928 this elaborate S3mdical machinery became the basis for 
a new electoral law which now regulates the election of members 
in the Chamber of Deputies. As will be explained in the next 
chapter, this law provides that nominations shall be made by the 
various confederations and then revised by the Fascist grand coun- 
cil. The lists are in fact prepared by the officers of each bod^^, who 
would not be officers if they were not acceptable to the govern- 
ment. Together the confederations send in about 800 nominations. 
The grand council cuts it to 400, but in doing so it may add names 
that were not on federation list. The revised list of 400 is there- 
upon submitted to the Avhole electorate at a general election for 
acceptance or rejection. It is a referendum, not an election. The 
people mark a jes or no. Fascism, through its grand council, or 
supreme governing bod}’, has thus attained a constitutional place 
in Italian government as the authority which controls the nomina- 
tions. , , ■ ; ■ ■; 

Other conspicuous changes in the governmental system during 
the past few years have involved the complete centralization of 
control over local administration, the setting-up of a special regime 
for the municipal government of Rome, various changes in the 

1 For the full text of the laws and regulations relating to these matters see Alberto 
Pennachio, The Corporative State (New York, 1927). 
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Judicial system, and the settlement of the Roman question. All 
these transformations, embodying a great revolution in Italian 
government and life, have been accomplished by giving practical 
application to what is known as the political philosophy of fascism, 
which raises the question as to what this philosophy implies. 

It has sometimes been said that communism is a dictatorship of 
the worker while fascism is a dictatorship of the employer. But 
like most snappy aphorisms this one is not true. Fascism does not 
contemplate that any class, either workers or employers, rich or 
poor, classes or masses, shall be permitted to rule. On the con- 
trary its first postulate is a blunt denial that any class, group, or 
interest has the right to govern for its own benefit. The govern- 
ment must be supreme, not only in the political but in the economic 
life of the nation, and it should be so constituted as to give eveiy 
class and every interest its fair share of representation, thus putting 
an end to class antagonism and substituting fair adjudication for 
the rule of force and violence in economic life. 

To understand this fascist philosophy, however, one must go 
back a little in Italian history. The constitution of 1848 endeav- 
ored to set up a government modelled on that of England, with a 
limited monarchy and a ministry responsible to parliament. This 
constitution provided ample opportunity for the development of 
political liberalism, and Italy made use of this opportunity during 
the decades which followed the unification of the kingdom in 1871. 
But it presently became apparent that although the Italians had 
borrowed the frame of English government they had not acquired 
either the traditions or the spirit of it. In other words they en- 
deavored, during the half-century 1871-1921, to maintain order and 
achieve progress with a party system which did not lend itself to 
either. The multiplication of party groups was a detriment to 
order while their instability was an obstacle to progress. The gov- 
ernment could neither be conservative nor liberal for any consid- 
erable length of time. Both conservatism and liberalism require, 
in order to be workable, some better basis than party chaos and 
class warfare. 

The inherent weakness of a government does not come clearly 
into view during wartime because the patriotic fervor of the people 
clouds their eyes to the political ineptitudes so long as their brothers 
are in the trenches. But when peace and demobilisation come, 
when the bills have to be paid, and the economic life of the nation 
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brought back to a normal plane: it is then that the people turn the 
full force of their criticism upon the powers that be. And so the 
j^ears immediately following the armistice disclosed how ineffective 
the government at Rome could be. It boxed with shadows while 
the kingdom drifted toward anarchy. It had neither the strength 
to be firm nor the courage to be liberal. The ministry sat inactive 
while workers seized factories from their owners, peasants ousted 
their landlords, and employees on the government railroads de- 
serted their posts. All this in the name of parliamentary govermnent 
.and political liberalism. 

Under these circumstances Italy had only two alternatives. 
She might go the way of Russia, the whole way, and for a few 
weeks it looked as though this might be the outcome. Or her people 
might turn from Red revolution to Black, which they did. They 
allowed fascism to take the helm because it proposed to stand for 
nationalism, solidarity, order, firm government, and the revival of 
a kingdom that seemed about to collapse. The old Italian parlia- 
mentary system, which had failed, was based on the glorification 
of the individual citizen. It made him the end in government, and 
looked upon the state as merely a means to this end. 

Now the relations between the state and its citizens are com- 
pletely reversed in the fascist philosophy. Society and the state 
are the ends. Democracy has looked upon the state as a mere 
aggregate of living individuals; fascism regards the state as ‘"'the 
recapitulating unity of an indefinite series of generations/^ ^ In 
other words the Fascists do not agree with the dicta of Tom Paine 
and Thomas Jefferson that a nation belongs to the people who 
inhabit it at an}^ given moment. The living generation, according 
to the fascist doctrine, merely holds it as a heritage and a trust. 
The best interests of the state may therefore be different from those 
of the people who compose it at any given time. For society and 
the state overlap the existence of individuals and must do so if 
they are to serve their professed ends. Individual citizens come into 
the social unity where they abide their destined hour and go their 
way. But the social unity endures and is always identical with 
itself. It guards the welfare and promotes the advantage of the 

^ A eulogistic exposition of fascist philosophy may be found in Alfredo Rocco, 
The Political Doctrine of Fascism, a pamphlet issued by the Carnegie Endowment 
for International Peace (New York, 1926) No. 223. See also J. S. Barnes, The Uni- 
versal Aspects of Fascisjn (London, 1927^ the chapter on Fascism in W. W. 
Willoughby, The Ethical Basis of Political Authoritt/ (New York, 1930). 
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individual citizen to the extent that these coincide with the in- 
terests of society and the state as a whole. Individual rights are 
recognized only insofar as they are implied in the rights of the state. 

Thus the orientation of fascism differs from that of liberalism, 
utilitarianism, socialism, and communism. Liberalism regards the 
freedom of the individual as the chief end of government. Utili- 
tarianism seeks the highest good of the greatest number among 
the people. Socialism exalts the right of the individual to economic 
justice. Communism recognizes no rights but those of the indi- 
viduals who make up the proletariate. The trouble with all these 
cults, according to the Fascists, is that they envisage the rights of 
individuals or groups of individuals. Fascism, by way of contrast 
v/ith them all, does not refer political or economic problems to 
individual or group needs, interests, or solutions. 

Fascism holds that democracy is a false gospel. For the latter 
turns the government over to the mass of living men and women that 
they may use it to further their own interests, or, more accurately, 
the interests of those groups among them which happen to be the 
most adept in politics. Democracy begins by asserting the divinity of 
the vox populi, and then proceeds to identity this divine voice with 
the uproar and clamor which politicians and lobb3dsts manu- 
facture for their own benefit. Fascism, according to its apologists, 
“insists that the government be entrusted to men who are capable 
of rising above their own private interests and of realizing the 
aspirations of the social collectivity, considered in its unity and in 
its relation to the past and the future.’^ It rejects the doctrine of 
popular sovereignty for state sovereignty. For government by 
the whole people it substitutes government by the chosen few who 
are capable of ignoring their own private interests in favor of the 
higher demands of society. 

The Fascists also argue that democracy has never put an end to 
class warfare, while fascism can and will do that. Many centuries 
ago the state abolished personal retaliation in individual quarrels, 
making itself the arbiter of all such controversies but giving the 
individuals the right to come into court with their respective 
claims. Fascism demands that the same be done with groups of 
individuals, with the classes — that class self-defense be replaced by 
public adjudication. To present their respective claims, however, 
the classes should be organized, hence the creation of the s^mdicates 
and federations. But these class organizations must be estopped 
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from taking their own redress, just as individual citizens have been. 

They must refer their controversies to the constituted authorities 

for settlement — that is, to the corporations and the courts. 

There is a good deal to be said for this philosophy if one could The weak 
believe it entirely sincere and if it were being exemplmed in prac- ail 
tice by the present Italian government. The charter of labor has a 
truly utopian ring, but its actual result has been to strengthen 
enormously the hold which the Fascist authorities have on the life 
of the nation. Industrial peace is a thing to be desired, but may 
not the extinction of all free government be too high a price to pay 
for it? Moreover the weak link in the whole chain of fascist philos- 
ophy is the lack of any objective standard whereby to measure 
and interpret the best interests of the nation as a whole. Due to 
this lack there is an inevitable danger that the party in power, 
whatever it may be, wall go on maintaining itself by force, yet with 
a sincere belief that its own perpetuation in office is demanded by 
the national well-being. At any rate the Italian Fascists have a 

great admiration for Machiavelli, not merely because he was one 

of their countrymen but because he taught the doctrine that the 
strength and security of the state is the chief end of man, and that 
all things are justifiable in the attainment of this end. 


For the political history of Italy before the World War, reference may be 
made to Bolton King, History of Italian Unity, 1814-1S71 (2 vols., London, 
1S99); W. R. Thayer, The Dawn of Italian Independence (2 vols., New 
York, 1893) and his Life and Times of Cavour (2 vols., Boston, 1911); 
Pietro Orsi, Cavour and the Making of Modern Italy, 1810-1801 (London, 
1914); Bolton King and T. Okey, Italy Today (London, 1911); W. K. 
Wallace, Greater Italy (New York, 1917); A. Solmi, The Making of Modern 
Italy (New- York, 1925); Benadetto Croce, Italy from 1871 to 1915 (Lon- 
don, 1929); G. M. Underwood, United Italy (London, 1912); and G. M. 
Trevelj-an, A Short History of the Italian People (London, 1920). A full 
bibliography may be found in the Cambridge Modern History, Vol. XI, 
pp. 908-913. 

On the Fascist revolution and the Fascist philosophy a large number of 
publications have appeared during the past ten j^'cars, A selected bibli- 
ography of books in all languages (virtually all of them pro-Fascist) is 
printed as an appendix to the booklet on The Political Doctrine of Fascism 
by Alfredo Rocco, issued by the Carnegie Endowment in 1926 (No. 223). 
Among books in English the most useful for the general reader are 
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J. S. Barnes, T/ie Universal Aspects of Fascism (London, 1927); E. W. 
Huiiinger, The New Fascist State (London, 1928); L. BtmzOj Italy and 
Fascismo (New York, 1927); A. Lion, The Pedigree of Fascism (London, 

1927) ; Alexander Robertson, Mussolini and the New Italy (New York, 

1928) ; C. E. McGuire, Italy^s International Economic Position (New York, 
1926); Benito Mussolini, My Autobiography (New York, 1928); and H. W. 
Schneider, Making the Fascist State (London, 1929) . H. N. Gay, Strenuous 
Italy (Boston, 1927) is a strongly favorable presentation by an American 
who has lived in Italy for many years. G. Salvemini, The Fascist Dictator- 
ship (New York, 1927) is a formulation of the case against Mussolini. 

Useful books in French are S. Trentin, Les transformations recentes du 
droit public Italien (Paris, 1929) andF. L. Ferrari, Le regime fascists Italien 
(Paris, 1928). Mention should also be made of the excellent chapter on 
“Mussolini, Political Pragmatist^' in W. Y. Elliott, The Pragmatic Revolt 
in Politics (New York, 1928), and of Corrado Gini’s discussion of “The 
Scientific Basis of Fascism" in the Political Science Quarterly ^ VoL XLII 
(March, 1927). 
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THE ITALIAN GOVERNMENT OF TO-DAY 

L ^Italia e fatta, ora bisogna fare gli Italiani . — Massimo d’Azeglio. 


Italy remains a limited monarchy, with succession to the throne 
vested in the House of Savoy. This succession is regulated in 
accordance with the mediseval rule known as the Salic Law, by 
which none but male heirs to the throne are recognized. In case 
of any controversy relating to the succession, the Fascist grand 
council decides. Under the present arrangements this virtually 
gives it power to pass over the crown prince in favor of someone 
else. The present Italian monarch is Victor Emmanuel III, the 
great-grandson of Charles Albert who granted the Statute in 1848. 
He has been on the throne since 1900. The chief executive power 
belongs to the crown, acting on the advice of the head of the minis- 
try; but in case of grave emergency the king may take action on his 
own responsibility and his royal decrees then have the force of law. 
In such cases, however, he must communicate his decrees to one 
of the two chambers of parliament. The king is titular commander- 
in-chief of the armed forces of the kingdom ; all appointments to 
civil office are made in his name; and his person, according to the 
constitution, is sacred and inviolable.” But under normal condi- 
tions all official actions of the monarch are on the advice of his 
chief minister. 

Under the constitution of 1848, provision was made for a council 
of responsible ministers, appointed by the king, and all royal 
orders had to be countersigned by one of these ministers before it 
became valid. There was a prime minister, or president of the 
council under the old regime ; but he held no position of supremacy 
over the other ministers. As in France he was merely the chief in a 
group of colleagues. Sometimes, indeed, the prime minister was 
outranked in Influence by individual members of his cabinet and 
was dependent upon them for his continuance in office. The old 
ministries had from twelve to fifteen members, each serving as the 
head of a department. They went out of office on an adverse vote 
in the Chamber of Deputies. 
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In 1925 this constitutional arrangement was supplanted by a 
new one. t The president of the council of ministers, or prime 
minister, became endowed with the title 'Tiead of the government.'^ 
He was given a clear preeminence over the other ministers and 
was accorded various special privileges. The new constitutional 
provision stipulates that the head of the government is appointed 
by the king and responsible to him for the general policy of the gov- 
ernment. He chooses the other ministers, assigns their functions, 
directs their work and coordinates their activities." The special 
nature of his position is attested by a clause which attaches heavy 
penalties to any attempted assault upon the head of the govern- 
ment, this being a provision which in other monarchical countries 
is applied to members of the royal house only. 

Under the old constitution the prime minister was responsible 
to the Italian parliament. According to the amendment of 1925 the 
head of the government is responsible to the king. This is logical 
enough, for responsibility to parliament would mean little or noth- 
ing so long as the present electoral system is retained. The law of 
1925 provides that no question can be placed on the calendar of 
either the Senate or the Chamber save by permission from the 
head of the government. This, of itself, precludes the discussion 
of any matter on which an adverse vote might be forthcoming. 
And in any case the power of the Fascist grand council to exclude 
from the list of nominations at the first election any name that 
has been proposed by a syndicate is sufficient to ensure that 
the ministers will not be harassed in the Chamber. To make as- 
surance doubly sure it is provided that if either chamber rejects a 
measure the head of the government may require it to be recon- 
sidered at the expiration of three months, in which case it must 
be voted on without discussion and by secret ballot. If one of the 
chambers defeats a bill, the head of the government may neverthe- 
less require that it be submitted to the other chamber and voted 
upon there. 

Mention has been made of the Fascist grand council which has 
now been elevated into a regular organ of Italian government. The 
head of the government is president of this counciL Membership 
is of two categories, appointive and ex-officio. The former are 
named by the head of the government for a three-year term and are 
reeligible. The law stipulates that these appointive members shall 

^ Law of December 24, 1925. 
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be persons who have rendered special service the nation or to 
the fascist revolution.^^ The ex-officio members include such func- 
tionaries as the ministers, the presidents of the Senate and the 
Chamber, the president of the Italian Academy, the presidents of 
the various confederations, and the higher officials of the Fascist 
party, all of whom remain members for the duration of their re- 
spective offices. The membership of the Fascist grand council is 
not restricted in size. Members of the council are not disqualified 
from holding seats in the Senate or the Chamber of Deputies. They 
have the usual immunities of legislators. 

The Fascist grand council has three general functions, one of 
wiiich is connected with the organization and work of the Fascist 
party as such, while the other two have to do with the nomination of 
deputies. In the first place the council names the chief officials of 
the party. These consist of a secretary-general (who serves also as 
secretary of the council) and a national directory of nine other 
members. This national directory is the executive organ of the 
party. Second, the council receives the lists of nominations for 
membership in the Chamber of Deputies, as submitted by the 
various syndicates, and selects from these lists the four hundred 
candidates whose names are submitted to the voters for approval.^ 
Third, the council serves as an advisory body to the head of the 
government and his ministers. It is consulted on all questions relat- 
ing to changes in the constitution, in the structure of the govern- 
ment, in the organization of the confederations and syndicates, 
and in the relations between church and state. 

This combination of partisan and official functions may seem 
anomalous, but it is quite in keeping with the principles of unity 
and solidarity on -which the present Italian government rests. The 
Anglo-Saxon idea that the best w’-ay to keep check upon the party 
in power is to build up a vigorous opposition party, — that idea has 
no place in the Italian political philosophy of to-day. On the con- 
trary the Fascist reconstruction has proceeded on the principle 
that one political party should take all the power and assume all 
the responsibilit}^ The Fascists have shown no reluctance in work- 
ing the party organization right into the structure of government. 
Government and part}^ are identified. In Great Britain and in 
America the two have been scrupulously dissociated. Political 
parties have been given no constitutional basis. It is true, however, 

^ See helmo, pp. 704-705. 
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that the practice of government in both these countries involves 
the use of parties and that without them the democratic regime 
would not function. 

The Italian parliament consist of two branches, known as the 
Senate and the Chamber of Deputies. The Senate, as established 
by the constitution of 1848, was made up of a few hereditary 
members (princes of the Italian royal house) but mainly of senators 
appointed by the crown. These appointive senators were selected 
from various categories of citizens, for example, the higher digni- 
taries of the church, persons who had held high offices in the gov- 
ernment or high rank in the army or navy, members of the Eoyal 
Italian Academies, and others who by their service or eminent merit 
had done honor to their country. All were named for life terms. 

As a matter of fact no bishops or other high dignitaries of the 
church were appointed to the Senate during the 3^ears 1870-1928 
because of the strained relations between the Vatican and the 
Italian government. Most of the senators were chosen from the 
ranks of former officeholders (especially former deputies) although 
a considerable representation was drawn from the universities and 
the academies. The Senate could refuse a seat to any appointee 
whom it did not regard as constitutionally qualified, and such re- 
jections sometimes took place. 

Relatively little change has been made in the organization of 
the Senate as a result of the Fascist Revolution. In 1925 an amend- 
ing law provided that governors of Italian colonies should be in- 
cluded within the categories of persons eligible for appointment. 
Otherwise the rules of eligibility remain as before. Appointments 
are made by the crown on recommendations from the head of the 
government. In as much as the size of the Senate is not fixed, this 
enables the party which is in power to gain and keep control of 
the upper chamber by adding as many new members as are needed 
to ensure a majority. The Senate is strongly Fascist, Its present 
membership is about 460, of whom all but a dozen are appointive 
senators. 

Ostensibly the Italian Senate has always had equal legislative 
power with the Chamber of Deputies except for the customary pro- 
vision that money bills must originate in the Chamber. But in ac- 
tuality its powers have been far from co-equal. Before the Fascist 
Revolution the Senate had become a secondary chamber in every 
sense of the word. Ministries did not resign on an adverse senatorial 
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vote ; most measures of all kinds originated in the Chamber and al- 
though the Senate sometimes amended these bills it ahnost invari- 
ably gave way when the Chamber insisted. Although the Senate 
contained, as it does to-day, a fine array of brains, education, scien- 
tific attainment, and political experience, it did not assume an im- 
portant share in the moulding of public policy during the years 
which preceded the advent of Mussolini to power. 

During the past ten years, however, the Italian Senate has gained 
somewhat in prestige. This is not because its powers have been 
increased but because the real authority and influence of the 
Chamber have been diminished. The Senate has gained some 
effulgence through the eclipse of the elective Chamber. In the old 
days, moreover, when the Chamber of Deputies rejected a bill, 
the Senate never got a chance to debate it at all. As most bills 
originated in the Chamber this greatly narrowed the range of the 
Senate’s deliberations. But it is now provided that if the Chamber 
rejects a measure the head of the government may nevertheless 
require it to be sent to the Senate and voted upon there. And if 
the vote is favorable he may then transmit it to the Chamber for 
reconsideration without debate and for decision by secret ballot. 

So long as the present regime continues it is profitless to discuss 
the relative importance of the two chambers which make up the 
Italian parliament. The head of the government controls them 
both. There is no serious opposition to him in either. All impor- 
tant issues of national policy are discussed by the Fascist grand 
council and decided there before they get to either house of parlia- 
ment. In the British House of Commons there is a rule that no 
proposal to spend mone}^ can be considered unless it has been rec- 
ommended by the ministry in the name of the crown. In the Italian 
parliament the principle of executive sponsorship is carried much 
farther, the rule being that ^^no subject can be placed on the orders 
of the day in either chamber without the approval of the head of 
the government.” All measures which come before the Italian 
parliament are in effect government measures,” for without 
ministerial approval no bill gets on the calendar at all. 

The Chamber of Deputies has undergone a general overhauling, 
alike in its organization, powers, and procedure during the past 
ten years. Prior to the World War it was a body of more than 500 
members, each of whom was chosen from a single-member district 
for a maximum term of five years. The suffrage included virtually 
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all male Italian citizens twenty-one years of age or over, and the vot- 
ing was by secret ballot. In general the plan was much like that 
which is used in electing members of the French Chamber to-day. 
If no candidate received a majority at the first election, a sec- 
ond polling was held a week later. Both elections were held on 
Sunday. 

This electoral system resulted in the eclipse of national interests 
and issues by purely local and personal ones. Small districts elected 
small men. The voter^s horizon was narrow and that of the deputy 
conformed to it. Elections turned on personalities rather than on 
programs and the deputy went to Rome with far more interest 
in getting favors for his own district than in promoting the national 
well-being. Party organization became chaotic and party discipline 
a myth; it was a case of every deputy for himself, with groups and 
blocs forming and dissolving at frequent intervals. 

In an attempt to better this situation the electoral system was 
changed in 1919 to provide for larger districts, each electing several 
deputies according to the principles of proportional representation. 
The change seemed to promise an improvement but before the 
merits of the plan could be fully determined the Fascists got con- 
trol of the government and replaced it (1923) by a scheme of their 
own. In the belief that many of Italy's political difficulties had 
resulted from the multiplicity of parties, and with the conviction 
that proportional representation would merely accentuate this 
party demoralization, the Fascists decided to set up a plan of 
‘Unproportional representation" instead. 

This scheme of unproportional representation was unique, and 
although it has now been abandoned it deserves a word of de- 
scription as one of the many interesting experiments in the art of 
government which have been tried in European countries since 
the close of the war. The, law of 1923 provided that the entire 
kingdom should constitute a single electoral district. Each political 
party, on the eve of an election, was to nominate its list of candi- 
dates for the country as a whole. These names were then to be 
published for the information of the voters but w^ere not to be 
placed on the ballots. Instead, the ballots contained only the 
symbols of the various parties, for example, the Fascist sjmibol, 
which is the Roman fasces and axe, and the symbol of the Popoiari 
party which is a cross on a shield. The voter marked his ballot 
by drawing a line through the symbol of that party for which he 
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desired to have his vote recorded. The plan gave the voter a very 
simple task. ' 

The most striking feature of this scheme, however, was the un- 
proportional method of counting the ballots. The law provided 
that the party receiving the largest number of votes in the country 
as a whole, even though falling short of a majority, should be 
awarded at least two-thirds of the seats in the Chamber of Deputies, 
the names of the elected candidates being taken serially from the 
top of the party’s national list. The other parties were to take the 
remaining seats in proportion to the number of votes cast for each 
of them. At the election of 1924 the Fascist list obtained about 
40 per cent of the total vote and was given 356 seats out of about 
500, thus ensuring the party a safe and unified majority in the 
Chamber. 

The purpose of this plan was to put an end to the practice of 
government by blocs and coalitions. It aimed to provide a guar- 
antee that, howsoever an election might turn out, some one polit- 
ical party would obtain a clear majority in the Chamber. Its con- 
trol would be so secure and unquestioned that there could be no 
more shuffling of responsibility, no more non-fulfilment of party 
pledges, and no more stalling of the governmental machinery 
while insurgent groups demanded concessions as the price of their 
continued support. In a general way, moreover, the plan achieved 
its purpose. It gave the Fascists full control of the Chamber 
although the}?- did not gain a majority at the polls. 

But the system of unproportional representation was highly 
unpopular with the iion-Fascist elements among the people. To 
them it was merety a nation-wide gerrymander. They saw no good 
reason why forty per cent of the voters should elect more than forty 
per cent of the deputies. Nor was the plan altogether satisfactory 
to Mussolini and his supporters. It gave them an ample majority 
in the Chamber but it also brought into that body a sullen and 
irreconcilable minority, armed with real grievances and determined 
to provide the ministry with every ounce of trouble that they could 
manufacture. Then, when these minority members found that their 
obstruction was overborne hy ministerial repression, most of them 
withdrew from the sessions altogether. 

The Fascist leaders then decided that not merely a two-thirds 
majority but complete unanimity was what Italy needed in her 
Chamber of Deputies. They were also of the belief that the nomi- 
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nation and election of deputies should be linked with the hierarchy 
of syndicates and confederations which had now been set up/thus , 
giving adequate representation to the organized productive forces 
of the nation. Accordingly, in 1928, the electoral procedure was 
once more transformed. Under this latest plan the membership 
has been reduced to 400. When the time for an election arrives 
each of the national confederations (see p. 690) prepares a list of 
candidates, its quota being fixed by law. Thus one national con- 
federation is entitled to name twelve per cent of the candidates, 
another national confederation ten per cent and so on. Eight 
hundred names are proposed in this way. But only the high of- 
ficers of the confederations (and they are government appointees) 
take any part in this process of selecting candidates. They are 
convoked in Rome for the purpose. In addition, a special com- 
mission of five senators and five deputies is appointed to pre- 
pare a list of cultural and educational associations which are also 
entitled to propose candidates and this list is revised every three 
years. Nominations are thus made from a variety of sources, but 
in all cases the government keeps the mechanism under its own 
control. 

Then comes the revision and consolidation of these various 
quotas. The names go to the secretary-general of the Fascist grand 
council who arranges them in alphabetical order and submits them 
to the whole council for revision. The council ma}^ strilce out any 
names on the list or may insert new names. In this revision the 
list is cut down to 400 candidates; it is then published in the Official 
Gazette and posted on billboards throughout the country under the 
direction of the minister of the interior. 

The election takes place on the third Sunday after the official 
publication of this national list of candidates. It is not an election 
in the ordinary sense, but a referendum. The voters do not mark 
their ballots for candidates^ They merely vote Fes or No on the 
question ^^Do you approve the list of deputies nominated by the 
Fascist grand council”? If the affirmative votes constitute a 
majority the whole 400 deputies are elected and take their seats. 
They sit for Italy at large, not for any part of it. Ostensibly they 
are the choice of the whole electorate. Their responsibility is to 
the entire kingdom, not to some small district or constituency. 
The system establishes a plan of scrutinio di lista on a nation- 
wide scale. 
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The president of the court of appeals at Rome, together with the 
presidents of the four divisions or sections of that court, are con- 
stituted a national election commission to canvass the results of 
thd referendum. The returns are transmitted to this commission 
and the result is publicly announced by it. 
put what if the majority at the polls is in the negative? In that 
& the national election commission orders a second election and 
les a date for the same. This date must be not less than thirty 
ays or more than forty-five days from the time of the commis- 
order. Announcement of the second election must similarly 
b^>uMished«4te Official Gazette and spread upon the billboards. 
And this second pKlling differs from the first in that it is an elec- 
tion, not a referendum. Nominations may be made by any associa- 
tion or organizatio: 1 which has a membership of at least 5,000 
registered voters; t|it this freedom does not mean much because 
permitted to be organized without the gov- 
The national election commission, drawn from 
3 at Rome, has supervision of this second elec- 
ts the lists of nominees and submits a choice 
among them to thewoters on election day. The voter does not 
mark his ballot for iiiSm^^l candidates but for the whole list of 
the association or organizati^ which he prefers. 

The method of determining the result at this second election is 
a little complicated. The listlwhich obtains the largest number of 
votes is entitled to have molt of its candidates declared elected. 
But a designated number off seats are also reserved for minority 
lists and are divided among them in proportion to the number 
of votes which each minority list has obtained. The names are 
taken in order from the he^ of each list as officially announced 
before the election. 

Only one election has as yet^bem held under this new plan 
(March 24, 1929) and on that occasi<% the list approved by the 
Fascist grand council was endorsed at tl|e polls by an overwhelming 
vote.^ It could hardly have been otherwise, for the ballots were 
printed on transparent paper and the Fascist militia, who 
guarded the polls, could see how everr person voted. The new 
Chamber of Deputies, elected by this ireferendum, was a remark- 
ably diversified body, including witlin its membership repre- 

^ These figures were: For the Fascist list, 8.1 


Announce- 
ment of the 
result. 


A second 
election 
when nec- 
essary. 


Figuring 
the outcome 
of it. 


Make-up of 
the present 
Chamber. 


Occupations 
of the dep- 
uties. 


What the 
Chamber is 
supposed to 
represent. 


7m /ITALY: 

sentatives of every important economic, social, and cultural 
element in the country— but having no party divisions within 
its fold. Every one of the 400 members was a loyal Fascist. In its 
composition, therefore, the present Italian Chamber is unique. 
In most countries the legislature is politically diversified but its 
members are drawn largely from a narrow economic and social 
range. Lawyers, as a rule, form the largest single element, with 
business men, journalists, landowners, and professional politicians 
taking most of the remaining seats. This is true of Congress, the 
House of Commons, the French Chamber of Deputies, and the 
German Reichstag. But in the Italian Chamber, by wa^^ of con- 
trast, the economic and social diversification is such that it leaves 
no class without its quota of representatives. 

This may be seen by a glance at the status and occupations of 
the 400 deputies who compose the existing Chamber. These are as 
follows: landowners, forty-six; industrial employers, thirty-one; 
merchants, sixteen; officials and employers engaged in maritime 
and air transportation, ten; in railway operation and inland navi- 
gation, twelve; bankers, ten; members of the liberal and artistic 
professions (lawyers, physicians, architects, sculptors, etc.) eighty- 
two; agricultural workers and peasants, twenty-seven; industrial 
workers, twenty-six; employees in commerce and trade, ten; sea- 
men and persons employed in air transport, nine; employees in 
banks and other financial institutions, six; representatives of the 
universities, fifteen; members of the academies and institutes, 
five; membei's of the civil service, seven; school teachers, ten; 
representatives of war veterans^ organizations, fifty-four; all others, 
twenty-four. 

Thus is carried into operation the fascist doctrine that in as 
much as the chief task of a government is to promote the economic 
and cultural interests of the kingdom, it should provide representa- 
tion for all the productive and intellectual forces rather than for 
mere differences of political opinion as represented by those squab- 
bling groups which call themselves parties. The fascist philosophy 
assumes that the individual citizen's point of view on nearly all 
the great issues of public policy is determined by his economic 
and social station in life. This is because the issues are economic 
rather than political. They relate mainly to such matters as public 
finance and taxation, the relations of employer and employee, 
social insurance, trade and tariffs, and the promotion of indus- 
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trial prosperity. Such issues, it is believed, should be settled by 
discussion among representatives of the interest directly affected; 
they should not be turned over for settlement to groups of pro- 
fessional politicians who regard them as mere pawns on the chess- 
board in the play of partisan rivalries. To this end the Italian 
Chamber has been transformed from a political to an economic 
parliament with a liberal infusion of members representing the 
cultural interests of the kingdom. 

Notwithstanding all this, the share of the Chamber in legisla- 
tion, including even economic legislation, has become steadily 
smaller in recent years. It is now at the vanishing point. This is 
because the executive authorities have developed and extended the 
practice of la\vmaking by decrees, or by decree-laws as they prefer 
to call them. Of course legislation by decrees or ordinances is no 
new thing in Italy. It is not a Fascist innovation. The old constitu- 
tion retained for the crown the right to issue ^Hhe necessary de- 
crees and regulations for the execution of the laws, without, how- 
ever, suspending their observance or granting exemption from 
them.” Under this provision large numbers of royal decrees were 
framed and promulgated by the ministers every year. But the lim- 
itations were strict. The decrees had to keep within the bounds of 
statutes passed by parliament and they had to be countersigned by 
a minister who was responsible to parliament. 

Since 1925, however, a new arrangement has been in effect. By 
the provisions of a general law which was enacted in that year the 
powers of the executive to issue decrees have been greatly extended. 
These decree-laws may now be promulgated on various matters 
without the necessity of basing them on any existing statute. They 
are issued in the name of the crown and must have the counter- 
signature of a minister, but the minister is not responsible to parlia- 
ment. He is accountable only to the head of the government who 
in turn is responsible only to the king. Much important legislation 
has been put into effect during recent years without discussion in 
parliament at all. Ostensibly the Italian parliament can repeal or 
amend the provisions of a decree-law by enacting a new statute; 
but no proposal for such repeal or amendment can obtain a place 
on the calendar of either chamber without permission from the 
head of the government. As a practical matter, accordingly, the 
decree-making power of the executive is virtually conclusive and 
it extends over the whole area of legislation. 
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The apologists for this system argue that it gives flexibility to 
the methods of lawmaking. It enables the country to have its 
laws made and changed promptly, without interminable debates 
and endless compromises. It embodies a plan of lawmaking by 
experts, who know what is needed and can adapt the provisions of 
their decrees to the actual requirements of the public well-being. 
But the dangers inherent in this expanded practice of legislation 
by executive decree are obviously considerable. The English House 
of Commons fought and won its battle with the Stuart kings on this 
very issue. Executive legislation has its merits, but it would 
seem to be capable of serious abuse unless the executive branch 
of the government is responsible to the representatives of the 
people. 

In connection with the reorganization of the Italian government 
there has been no extension of the suffrage, and women have 
not yet been given the right to vote. The suffrage, at the present 
time, is extended to all male Italian citizens, twenty-one years of 
age or over (or over eighteen years of age if married or widowers 
with children) provided they satisfy one of the following four con- 
ditions: (a) are contributing members in any of the various syndi- 
cates, or (b) pay taxes, either national or local, amounting to at 
least one hundred lire ($5.00) per annum, or (c) are employees or 
pensioners of the national or local governments or of any public 
institution, or (d) are clergymen of any religious body recognized 
by law. The total registered vote under these requirements is about 
10,000,000 in a population of over 41,000,000. This means virtually 
full manhood suffrage. The number of adult male citizens who 
are shut out by the above-mentioned four conditions is very 
small. 

There was a woman suffrage movement in Italy dui’ing the years 
immediately following the war, and it was looked upon with favor 
by the Socialist party; but during the past decade it has been sub- 
merged out of sight by the fascistization of Italian political thought. 
Women employers and workers are admitted to membership in the 
syndicates and on one occasion Mussolini virtually promised that 
the national suffrage would be extended to include them;^ but 
nothing in that direction has yet been done. In 1925, however, 

Ms Padua speech of June 2, 1923, printed in Mussolini as Revealed in his 
Political Speeches, edited by Bernardo Quaranta di San Severino (London, 1923), 

p. 286. 
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women were given the right to vote at municipal elections^ but 
since such elections have been altogether abolished (see p. 710) this 
privilege is now nullified. 

For purposes of local government Italy is divided into 92 prov- 
inceSj corresponding somewhat to the French departments.^ Like 
the latter they vary considerably in size and population. Each 
province has as its chief executive officer a prefect whose functions 
are in general like those of his French prototype. These prefects 
are appointed by the crown on recommendation of the minister of 
the interior through the head of the government. At the present 
time Mussolini occupies both these positions. The prefect is not only 
the chief official of his province but serves as the provincial agent 
of the national administration. In aU matters he is subject to 
its authority and supervision. He is assisted by a deputy-prefect 
and one or two provincial inspectors, who are also appointed from 
Rome. In case the prefect is incapacitated or absent, the deputy- 
prefect takes his place. There is also a secretary of each prefec- 
ture and a varying number of provincial employees. 

Each province also had its provincial council until 1926, the 
members being elected by the people for a four-year term. But by 
the Fascist reconstruction of local government which took place in 
that year all provincial elections were indefinitely suspended. In 
place of the council each province was endowed with a giunta or 
appointive board, the members of which are appointed by the 
central authorities at Rome. This board has various functions in 
connection with the administration of the province and also with 
respect to the supervision of government in the communes. Under 
the old regime its functions were much like those of the general 
council of a French department, but in recent years they have been 
substantially curtailed. The prefect, deputy-prefect, and other 
administrative officers of the province are not amenable to the 
counciFs control but are responsible solely to their superiors in 
Rome. 

The smallest unit of local government in Italy, as in France, 
is the commune. There are now 7,915 of them. The number was 
larger some years ago but many small communes have been com- 
bined, There Is no legal differentiation in Italy between city, town, 
and village; all are rated as communes. Prior to 1926 each com- 

^ Prior to 1927 there were 75; in that year new provinces were established, mainly 
from new territory which had been acquired as a result of the war. 
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mune had an elective municipal council and a smdaco or mayor 
who was chosen by the council from among its own members. 
But in that year both the councils and mayors were abolished in all 
communes of less than 5,000 population, and by subsequent de- 
crees the same action was taken as respects the larger communes 
also. 

The chief executive officer of the commune, under the new cen- 
tralization, is an official known as the podesta.^ The title harks 
back to the cities of mediaeval Italy , The podesta is appointed by 
the crown on recommendation of the minister of the interior; his 
tenn of office is five years and he is eligible for reappointment. 
But be may be removed by royal decree at any time. To be eligible 
for appointment as a podesta, one must possess certain educational 
qualifications which are laid down by law, or a designated amount 
of experience in municipal administration. Persons who served in 
the zone of operations during the world war with the rank of officer 
or non-commissioned officer, are exempted from these require- 
ments. 

The podesta, under the new law, has acquired all the powers 
formerly vested in the syndic and the municipal council. He has 
thus become the focus of all municipal authority. He promulgates 
the laws and decrees which are sent to him from Rome through the 
prefect of the province; he is responsible for the maintenance of 
public order and security in his commune; he prepares the local 
budget and virtually fixes the municipal tax rate. As respects 
local matters he may issue decrees on his own initiative. In the 
larger communes the minister of the interior may appoint a depiit}^- 
podesta, and in cities of over 100,000 population he may appoint 
two of them. They assist the podesta by doing such work as he may 
assign to them and serve in his place during his absence or in- 
capacity. Neither the podestas nor their deputies receive any 
salary, but they maybe given allowances for expenses which some- 
times amount to more than what the syndics were paid. They 
need not be chosen from the communities which they are set to 
rule and in fact are often sent in from outside. 

The old municipal councils were abolished in 1926 and provision 
was made for the establishment of consultative councils in their 
place. These councils, which vary in size from ten to forty mem- 
bers, are obligatory in communes of more than 5,000 population 

^ The accent is on the last syllable. 
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but optional in the smaller ones. The councillors are appointed by 
the prefect except in cities of over 100,000 population. In these 
they are named by the minister of the interior. But in either case 
the appointments are made from lists of names submitted by the 
local syndicates. The functions of the councils are altogether ad- 
visory. They have no final powers of any kind and are merely con- 
sulted by the podesta when he desires advice. 

From all this it must not be assumed that the podesta is a local 
dictator, free from all surveillance and control. He is not account- 
able to the people of his commune, it is true; but supervision over 
all his actions by the higher authorities is strict and continuous. 
A memorandum setting forth all actions taken by the podesta 
must be transmitted daily to the prefect of his province, and the 
prefect may overrule any such action within fifteen days. The 
budget of the commune must also go to the prefect who has thirty 
days in which to approve or disapprove it. If the prefect has any 
doubt he sends one of his provincial inspectors to the commune to 
make investigation. And if he finds that the local authorities are 
incompetent or negligent in the matter of any local service, he may 
send experts (at the expense of the commune) to effect the neces- 
sary improvements. 

In the case of proposals to borrow money on the credit of the 
commune, and in certain other matters the consent of the provin- 
cial giimta must be obtained. This board has also been given a 
variety of supervisory powers with respect to the acquisition or 
sale of lands by the communes and economic activities in general. 
When controversies arise between podesta and prefect, or between 
the local and the provincial authorities with respect to their rights 
and jurisdiction, the minister of the interior has power to inter- 
vene and decide. 

Rome, the Italian capital, has been under a special dispensation 
since 192t5. Its mayor and elective council vrere then abolished and 
replaced by an appointive municipal organization which consists of 
a governor, two deputy governors, and ten ^^rectors.^' All are 
named by the crown on the advice of the minister of the interior. 
The governor is the podesta of Rome, assisted by his two deputies. 
The rectors serve as the heads of the various municipal departments 
and services. They do not form a board but serve as individual 
administrators under the governor’s direction. There is also a 
consultative council of eighty members who are appointed from 
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lists prepared by the various syndicates and associations recognized 
by law. 

The existing plan of local government in Italy thus embodies 
a very high degree of centralization. Podestas, prefects, and the 
minister form the three rungs in the ladder of rigid central control. 
Through his 92 prefects and his 7,915 podestas the minister has a 
direct channel of authority over every official of local government 
from one end of the kingdom to the other. This provides one reason 
why Mussolini has chosen to retain the post of minister of the inte- 
rior for himself. The extinction of local self-government (as Amer- 
icans understand the term) is virtually complete. The people elect 
nobody in any branch of local administration. Even the advisory 
boards and councils are appointed. The concentration of power is 
more intense in Italy than in any other European country, not 
excepting Russia. 

Changes of high importance have also been made in the Italian 
judicial system during the past ten years, and here again the trend 
has been strongly toward centralization. In their early develop- 
ment the Italian legal and judicial systems owed a great deal to 
France. After the unification of the kingdom the Italian govern- 
ment followed the Napoleonic example and gave the kingdom a 
series of codes. These embody the civil law, the criminal law^, the 
procedure in both fields, the laws relating to commerce, and so on. 
The Italian codes follow the principles of the old Roman juris- 
prudence and in general bear a resemblance to the codifications 
which were put through in France, earlier in the nineteenth cen- 
tury, by the energetic Corsican. 

Prior to 1923 there were five courts of cassation in Italy, with 
no supreme court for the whole kingdom. This proved an obstacle 
to the uniform interpretation of the law, as set forth in the codes. 
One interpretation of a rule would hold in the north of Italy, an- 
other in the south. But the elevation of the court of cassation at 
Rome into a court of final jurisdiction has put an end to this 
variation. To-day there is uniformity both in the rules of law and 
in the meaning of these rules. This does not imply, however, that 
a decision, when once given by any Italian court, must stand as a 
judgment to be followed. The Anglo-American legal doctrine of 
stare decisis has no place in Italian jurisprudence. Every decision, 
even in the court of cassation, stands on its own feet. The court 
may reverse its interpretations at any time, and does so frequently. 
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This practice has some merits in keeping the interpretation of the 
law abreast of current needs, but it puts an element of uncertainty 
into the administration of Justice, 

The judges in all the regular courts are appointed by royal de- 
cree, on recommendation of the minister of justice; but they must 
be persons who possess certain qualifications in the way of legal 
training and experience laid down by law. As in France they are 
usually chosen from those who have prepared themselves for a 
career on the bench, and not from among lawyers engaged in the 
active practice of law, as is the American custom. Judges of the 
higher Italian courts are ordinarily appointed by promotion from 
the lower ones. No Italian judge may be removed from office except 
after a hearing before the superior magisterial council, which is a 
body made up of high judicial officers with the president of the 
court of cassation as chairman. This superior magisterial council 
also prepares and keeps up to date a schedule showing the qualifi- 
cations and experience of all the judges and public prosecutors. 
This schedule is followed by the minister of justice in making pro- 
motions. 

The lower courts of Italy are organized on a district basis. The 
whole kingdom is divided into primary judicial areas, each with 
its own local court with a magistrate or prsetor at its head. These 
courts have a limited jurisdiction in both civil and criminal cases. 
Above them are superior courts, more than a hundred in number, 
which hear appeals from the lower courts and have original juris- 
diction in more important civil controversies. For serious criminal 
cases there are courts of assize which sit with a jury. Mention should 
also be made of the special courts which have been set up to try 
persons accused of offences against the Fascist regime, such as the 
organization of unauthorized political associations. These courts, 
made up of officials, do not afford accused persons the protection of 
a jury trial. 

Above these intermediate courts are sixteen courts of appeal with 
headquarters in various parts of the kingdom (Rome, Milan, Pa- 
lermo, Naples, Venice, etc.). These courts have branches or sections 
which hold sessions in the less important cities. Thus the court of 
appeal at Milan has a branch at Brescia. Each court of appeal has a 
special section which serves as a labor court and decides controver- 
sies which arise under the provisions of the labor charter and other 
laws relating to the rights of employers and workers (see above, 
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pp. 689 - 690 ). Finally, there is the court of cassation at Rome with 
final jurisdiction in all civil and criminal cases. As in France the 
court of cassation is a large body and its judges are assigned to 
sections or divisions of the court. This court also serves as a tri- 
bunal for deciding all controversies as to the respective jurisdictions 
of the ordinary courts and the administrative courts. 

For Italy, like France, has a system of administrative law and 
administrative courts. The general principle is the same in both 
countries, namely, that public officials are not amenable to the 
jurisdiction of the ordinary courts for acts performed in their 
official capacity. Administrative courts are maintained for the 
hearing of complaints in such cases. In each Italian province there 
is an administrative court made up of the prefect and certain other 
provincial officers together with six additional members appointed 
by the provincial council. Appeals from the decisions of this court 
may be taken, in most cases, to a special section of the council of 
state which sits in Rome. At least seven members of the section 
must be present to hear each appeal, and decisions are reached by 
majority vote. The councillors of state who make up this section 
are designated each year by royal deci^ee. 

A word should be added concerning the council of state. It is 
organized in much the same way and has in general the same func- 
tions as its French prototype. To-day the Italian council has a 
president, six presidents of sections, and fifty councillors, besides 
various auxiliary officials. All are appointed by the crown on 
recommendation of the minister of the interior. They may not be 
removed, or transferred, or reduced in salary except under condi- 
tions which are prescribed by law. These conditions are such as to 
afford them a reasonable permanence of tenure under ordinary cir- 
cumstances, but during the past few years all councillors not 
amenable to Fascist control have been eliminated by one means or 
another. 

As in France, the council of state is divided into sections, all the 
councillors being assigned to the various sections at the beginning of 
each year. The rule is that at least two changes, and not more than 
four, must be made in the personnel of each section annually. For 
the decision of a few matters the council meets as a whole. All pro- 
posed laws and decrees are submitted to the council for its revision 
as to form and phraseology before they are enacted or issued. This 
work is done by one of the sections but is submitted to the council as 
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a whole and discussed in plenary session before the counciFs final 
approval is given. The council of state thus serves as an agency for 
coordinating new legislation with older provisions, and its work in 
this field has been of great value. 


In addition to the various books fisted on pp. 695-696, mention may be 
made of G. Chiurco, Storia della Rivoluzione Fascista 1919-1929 (5 vols., 
Florence, 1929) which is the most comprehensive history of the fascist 
reconstruction, from a fascist point of view. Eugene Godefroy, Le royaume 
d’ltalie (Paris, 1929) explains in concise form all the constitutional changes 
of the past decade. Carmen Haider, Capital and Labor under Fascism 
(New York, 1930) is very useful on the subject with which it deals. Alex- 
ander Robertson, Mussolini and the Netu Italy (2nd edition, London, 1929) 
is a favorable account of what fascism has accomplished. Dr. Alberto 
Pennachio, The Corporative State (New York, 1927) discusses the relation 
of government to the syndicates. 
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CHAPTER XXXVII 

ITALY’S PROBLEMS AT HOME AND ABROAD 

It is impossible to understand the age-long need which has always deter- 
mined the general lines of Italian policy without taking into account the two 
principal factors which still govern Italy’s present and future— the growth of 
her population and her geographical position in the Mediterranean . — Francesco 
Coppola, 

Italy is a land of problems, many of them inherited from the 
past. One of the most perplexing of these heritages has been the 
Roman question, in other words the question of relations between 
the Italian government and the Pope. This problem was an em- 
barrassing factor in Italian politics from 1871 to 1929 when a new 
agreement between the Fascist government and the Holy See pro- 
vided an amicable solution for the moment at least and perhaps for 
all time. To understand this new agreement, however, one must 
know something about the older disagreement, how it arose and 
why it persisted so long. 

The Roman Question 

The origins of the Roman question go back a long way, back to 
the fourth century when the capital of the Roman empire was 
moved to Constantinople and the Papacy secured the opportu- 
nities which ultimately placed it in possession of the Eternal City. 
But it is not necessary to follow the history of the Vatican through 
the middle ages and down into the modern centuries. It is enough 
to begin with the Congress of Vienna (1814-1815) which confirmed 
the Pope in possession of Rome and the Papal States as a cml 
sovereign. During the years down to 1870, therefore, the Pope 
occupied a dual position. He was the head of the Roman Catholic 
hierarchy in all countries, and he was also the secular sovereign of 
Rome and of the States of the Church. These states had no consti- 
tution. There were no limitations on the powers of the Pope as a 
secular ruler. He had ministers, but no parliament. He appointed 
governors and civil magistmtes; he promulgated the laws, and by 
his authority the taxes were levied. This secular rulership of the 
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Vatican had some meritorious features, but the practice of combin- 
ing temporal with spiritual rulership has never proved very satis- 
factory anywhere.. 

At any rate the people of Rome and the Papal States desired a 
representative system of government, and in 1848 they clamored 
for a constitution quite as loudly as did the people in other parts 
of the country. Pope Pius IX granted a constitution, but this 
action did not allay the discontent and during the troubles a short- 
lived Roman republic was established. The French government 
intervened as protector of the Papacy, however, and restored the 
temporal power of the Vatican. The constitution was abolished. 
Things were put back on their old footing. But the success of the 
nationalist movement in the other Italian states kept the whole 
Roman question alive and forced it to the front wherever the 
future of Italy was under discussion. 

So the w^hole problem resolved itself into this: Italy was de- 
termined to be united, with Rome as her capital. That necessarily 
involved the termination of the Pope’s temporal power. One or 
the other had to give way. Until 1870 France stood by as the 
guarantor of Papal sovereignty and the Italian government had to 
wait in patience. But when Napoleon III threw his country into 
the ill-starred war with Prussia and was forced to surrender at 
Sedan, the Italians lost no time in turning the French d4b4cle to 
their own advantage. In 1870 Italian troops entered Rome on the 
heels of the French withdrawal and thus, after tw^enty-five years, 
realized Cavour’s dream of a completely reunited Italy. The tem- 
poral power of the Holy See was declared to be at an end and what 
was left of the Papal States were incorporated into the Italian 
kingdom. 

Now it w^as not the intention of the Italian government to em- 
barrass the Pope in the exercise of his spiritual rulership; on the 
contrary it desired to accord the Vatican every privilege and im- 
munity consistent with the exercise of the new national sover- 
eignty. In keeping with this attitude the Italian parliament, in 
1871, passed a comprehensive statute known as the Law of the 
Papal Guarantees. The general purpose of this statute was to en- 
sure the Pope full freedom of action as supreme pontiff. It there- 
fore accorded him most of the privileges of a civil sovereign. All 
offenses against him were made equal in seriousness to offenses 
against the king. He was confirmed in his use of the Vatican 
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and Lateran palaces, with all their grounds and buildings, free from 
taxes perpetually. The law provided that ambassadors and other 
diplomatic officials accredited to the Vatican should have all the 
legal immunities given to other ambassadors, including freedom 
from arrest by the Italian authorities. All Italian officials were 
forbidden by the law to set foot within the precincts of the Vatican 
without the Pope^s permission, or to censor communications 
between the Papacy and the outside world. Finally, the statute 
provided that an annuity of three and a quarter million lire (nearly 
$650,000) per annum should be paid each year to the Holy See 
from the royal treasury as compensation for the loss of Papal 
revenues due to the taking of Rome. 

Although these guarantees went a long way they did not satisfy 
the Papal authorities who felt that Italy had done a wrong which 
could not be set right by diplomatic courtesies, tax exemptions, or 
money payments. Hence, while the law of 1871 remained on the 
statute book until 1929, each successive Pope declined to recognize 
its provisions in any way. Without exception, all the Popes from 
1871 to 1929 refused to set foot outside the Vatican grounds, 
or to take a single lira of the government’s annuity. So bitter was 
the resentment of Pope Leo XIII that he advised all loyal Catholics 
to refrain from voting, or from accepting any office in the Italian 
government, and in 1895 the advice was stiffened into a command 
by the decree Non Licet. But this policy of non-cooperation did not 
prove a success. Italians as a people are too fond of politics, and of 
official emoluments, to abstain from activity in public affairs. 

The decree Non Licet was not formally revoked, but its rigidity 
was considerably softened by Pius X, who not only permitted but 
encouraged Italian Catholics to vote whenever their abstention 
would result in the election of an avowed Socialist or anyone hostile 
to the Church. The promulgation of this new policy led to the 
forming of a Catholic party in Italy, somewhat analogous to the 
Centrum in Germany; but prior to the close of the world war it 
did not develop any large measure of strength in the Chamber. 
This was partly because the restoration of the Pope’s temporal 
power was deemed to be one of its principal aims and the great ma- 
jority of the Italian people regarded that as an utter impossibility. 

During the World War, however, the relations between the 
Vatican and the Italian government became somewhat more 
friendly and when the war came to a close the Catholic party was 
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reorganized with a new name and a somewhat broader program. 
It became the Partito Popolare, or People’s party, with a platform 
which advocated many reforms in government but made no men- 
tion of the Roman question. Among internal reforms the Popolari 
declared for woman suffrage, proportional representation, a recon- 
struction of the Senate, together with a long list of changes in 
local government, in the judicial system, and in national finance. 
On the other hand they were against the Socialists on religious 
grounds, and proposed a solution of the industrial problem by 
means of social insurance, cooperative production, and the protec- 
tion of the worker by law\ 

This program was not altogether irreconcilable with the aims 
of the Fascists and although the new electoral laws involved the 
eclipse of the People’s party an entente cordiale between the gov- 
ernment and the Vatican began to develop. As part of the fascist 
program to exalt the moral and spiritual aspects of education, 
religious instruction vras reintroduced in the public schools and 
the olive branch was held out in other ways. In this new atmos- 
phere overtures were made by the ’government for the opening 
of negotiations which might lead to the framing of a Concordat. 
The Vatican responded and the negotiations began. As the issues 
were delicate, and difficult of adjustment, the conferences (which 
were conducted without publicity) extended over more than two 
years; but they eventually resulted in a full agreement (February- 
June, 1929). 

This agreement was embodied in three documents, a treaty, a 
Concordat, and a financial convention. The first is of international 
significance because it set up a new sovereign state, or, more 
accurately, it restored a portion of an old one. The second docu- 
ment, the Concordat, concerned only the relations bet\veen the 
Papacy and the Italian government; while the financial convention 
adjusted all the monetary claims of the Vatican arising out of the 
loss of temporal power in 1870. All three agreements were signed 
simultaneously and form part of a general settlement. 

The States of the Church, which had been incorporated into 
the kingdom of Italy, comprised about 16,000 square miles and 
extended from mid-Italy to the sea. Their population exceeded 
three millions. The new state, established by the treaty of 1929, 
and to which the name Vatican City has been given, includes an 
area of about a hundred acres only. It comprises the Vatican and 
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the Lateral! palaces as well as numerous small additional tracts of 
territory, with a present population of about five hundred. Thus 
Vatican City is the smallest among the sovereign states of the 
world. But it has all the appurtenances of civil sovereignty, with 
the right to send and receive ambassadors, with its own coinage and 
postal system, its own laws and courts. In addition some other 
tracts (such as the Villa of Castel Gondolfo), not included in 
Vatican City, are given the status of extraterritoriality, that is, 
they are removed from the jurisdiction of the Italian government 
and placed under the civil control of the Holy See. All this territory 
is declared to be neutral and inviolable, and freedom of intercourse 
with other states is guaranteed at all times, including countries 
which may be engaged in war with Italy. On the other hand the 
Holy See has undertaken not to embroil itself in international 
combinations or to take part in international conferences unless 
all the parties in conflict appeal unanimously to its mission of 
peace.’^ This means that Vatican City, although a sovereign 
state, will not seek admission to the League of Nations. 

The Concordat is a longer document, containing forty-five arti- 
cles. The Catholic religion is given official recognition as the state 
religion of Italy. Religious instruction is made compulsory (for 
Catholics) in all public schools. The teachers in this field are chosen 
by the Church and paid from the public treasury. But the officials 
of the Church have no authority with respect to the teaching of 
secular subjects in the school curriculum. Under the Law of the 
Papal Guarantees the bishops of the Church in Italy were named 
by the Pope but the approval of the Italian government was also 
required. Under the Concordat of 1929 this approval is no longer 
essential, but the government may interpose an objection to the 
appointment of any Italian bishop if there are political grounds 
upon which such objection may be based. Before assuming charge 
of their dioceses, moreover, the new bishop must take an oath of 
civil allegiance. 

Several provisions of the Concordat deal with the question of 
marriage and divorce. Prior to 1929 a civil ceremony was required 
in the case of all marriages. This is no longer necessary, if certain 
rules concerning registration are complied with. Priests and mem- 
bers of religious orders are exempted from the obligation of military 
training and service except in case of a general mobiliisation, in 
which case they may be called upon to serve as chaplains. This 
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exemption does not include students for the priesthood or noviti- 
ates in the monastic houses. Various religious holidays are accorded 
civil recognition. The person of the Pope is declared inviolable. 
Titles of honor and of nobility conferred by the Sovereign Pontiff 
are recognized by the Italian government, including all that have 
been bestowed since 1870. Various other matters which had long 
been in controversy were settled by the provisions of the Con- 
cordat. 

The financial agreement of 1929 is brief and businesslike. The 
Papacy, although entitled to an annuity during the years between 
1870 and 1929 had never taken a single lira of it, because such 
action would have been construed by the Italian government as 
an acceptance of the Law of the Papal Guarantees. The payment 
agreed upon in 1929 was a compromise on both sides. The Vatican 
accepted seven hundred and fifty million lire (about $39,000,000) 
in cash and a billion lire (about $52,000,000) in government bonds 
as a full settlement of all its financial claims. To set its seal on the 
entire series of agreements the Holy See formally declared the 
Roman question to be ‘^ definitely and permanently settled.’’ 

Thus was solved an embarrassing problem with which Italian 
ministers and ministries had unsuccessfully wrestled for two gen- 
erations. Francesco Crispi once declared that the minister who 
could clear this problem off the slate would be entitled to rank as 
the greatest Italian statesman of all time. That is an exaggeration, 
of course, but the achievement was assuredly one of large dimen- 
sions. Various motives were attributed to Mussolini in connection 
with it, but there is no need to go searching for far-fetched explana- 
tions. Fascism seeks to eliminate all conflicts between section and 
section, between class and class, thus enabling Italy to function as 
a unit. What more natural than that fascism should strive to settle 
one of the most outstanding and apparently irreconcilable con- 
flicts — that between Church and State. It will be retorted, of 
course, that it settled this one by impairing the territorial integrity 
of the kingdom, and in principle that is true; but fascism is prag- 
matic in its point of view and as a practical matter the impair- 
ment of Italy’s territorial integrity is exceedingly slight. It affects 
less than one one-hundred thousandth part of the national 
area. On the other hand the agreements have procured for the 
government great advantages both in international and domestic 
politics. 
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Colonial' Expansion 

If you take a map of Italy and place it atop a same-scale map 
of California you will find that it covers only the northern part of 
the state, that is, the portion which lies north of the Tehachapi. 
Northern California has about three million people, -while Italy 
has more than forty million. The Italian population, moreover, is 
increasing rapidly. The excess of births over deaths is nearly half a 
million a year. This year-by-year accession to the ranks of the 
people makes emigration imperative and it is estimated that more 
than ten million Italians are now living outside their home country. 
In spite of this exodus the density of population in Italy is 325 per- 
sons to the square mile, while that of France is only about 185. 

This density is the root of some serious problems. The encour- 
agement of emigration could be used to alleviate it if Italy had an 
Australia or a Canada to which her people might go. But she has 
no overseas territories comparable with those of Britain, France, 
or even Holland. Her colonial possessions are inferior to those of 
Denmark and Portugal. It is not that the Italian people have been 
lacking in colonial initiative, or that they have been unwilling to 
go out and replenish the earth. It was an Italian who discovered the 
new world, yet Italy has never owned a single foot of the great 
continents that Columbus found. 

The lack of a colonial empire is largely due to the perversities 
of Italian history. Italy did not attain national unity until after the 
middle of the nineteenth century, and by that time most of the 
territories available for colonization had been taken up by other 
nations. There were still opportunities on the north coast of Africa, 
however, and Italy began to cast covetous eyes on Tunis. But 
France was too quick and forestalled her there. Meanwhile the 
Italians had acquired a footing on the western shore of the Bed Sea 
and presently came into controversy with the contiguous Ethiopian 
empire of Abyssinia. In due course Italy asserted her suzerainty 
over this territory but when the time came to make good her claim 
she failed utterly. A military expedition which went in 1896 to 
impose Italian control upon Abyssinia was virtually annihilated, 
and Italy gave up her dream of an Ethiopian empire. She still re- 
tains, however, the colony of Eritrea on the Red Sea, and Italian 
Somaliland farther south. 

Italy’s other African possession is Libya, which lies along the 
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north coast between Tunis and Egypt. From the sixteenth century 
until the twentieth this area was under the sway of Turkey. On the 
outbreak of war between Italy and Turkey in 1911 the Italians in- 
vaded this territory and in the following year it was declared to be 
an Italian possession. Although the entire area is about four 
hundred thousand square miles the Italians have as yet asserted a 
mastery over only a small portion of it, including Tripoli and Cy- 
renaica. At the close of the world war Italy also acquired title to 
certain islands in the ^gean. 

Taking them together, these colonial possessions have a large 
area, much larger than that of Italy herself, but they have no 
important natural resources yet discovered. They are not rich in 
iron ore or coal. They are not likely to yield petroleum. They are 
not well suited for growing wool, cotton, tobacco, or the other 
great staples. The African territories are lacking in adequate water 
supplies and their climate is not suitable for colonization by 
Europeans. They are unlikely to prove anything but economic 
liabilities for many years to come. Italy can export men, not cap- 
ital; and what these Italian colonies need is capital rather than 
immigrants. 

Yet the Italians cannot give up their colonial ambitions. Geog- 
raphy precludes their doing so. Italy is already overcrowded and 
is bound to become more so. The industrialization of the country 
would render it capable of supporting a larger population, but the 
raw materials of industry are lacking. Iron ore is not at hand 
except in scattei*ed deposits of mediocre quality. The coal re- 
sources are limited for the most part to low-grade lignite. These 
two fundamentals of modern industry, iron and coal, have to be 
imported. Oil has not been found in quantities which would justify 
commercial production. Consequently the Italians have been try- 
ing hard to harness their rivers by hydro-electric installations and 
thus to provide cheap motive power for industry. Meanwhile 
agriculture remains the backbone of Italian economic life. Nearly 
half the area of the peninsula is under cultivation, and the land is 
cultivated with great intensity. It is made to raise a wide variety 
of products, nevertheless Italy has had to import each year a large 
quantity of cereals, cotton, and wool. She is not able to produce 
sufficient food for her own people. 

This explains Italy’s continued insistence upon the proposition 
that she must have more elbow-room. Her need is for possessions 
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from which she may draw foodstuffs and the raw materials of in- 
dustry, and to which she may send her overflow population. Before 
the world war the United States furnished the chief outlet for Ital- 
ian immigration, but this has now been heavily curtailed by the 
American quota-law and the tide has been somewhat diverted to 
France, which is perhaps the least welcome form of relief that could 
come to Italy. The reduction in Italian migration to America has 
had an unfavorable effect upon many branches of economic life 
in Italy because it has reduced the total amount of remittances 
sent by Italian- Americans to their relatives at home. This has been 
an important item in the national income and has helped to steady 
the rate of foreign exchange. 

Italy’s Where will Italy acquire the place in the sun’^ to which her 

dilemma. people may go and still retain their old allegiance? A few big 
empires to-day control the raw materials and the empty spaces fit 
for colonization. They have all the exploitable territories. Such 
territories can only be had for Italy by wresting them away from 
somebody else. To take them from Great Britain seems out of the 
question. To wrench them away from France may not be incon- 
ceivable, but it would probably mean a Franco-Italian war which 
might widen into another European conflagration. Hence the solu- 
tion of Italy’s urgent problem is not one that concerns herself alone, 
but is an international problem of serious importance. 

Trade AKD Commerce 

Population has given Italy one of her most difficult problems, 
but geography furnishes another. Glance at a map of Europe and 
you will see that Italy is the only great nation that has a frontage 
upon a single sea. France has the Atlantic and the Mediterranean, 
Germany the North Sea and the Baltic, Eussia the Baltic and the 
Black Seas, while Great Britain has her “seven seas,” so called. 
But Italy is exclusively Mediterranean, for the Adriatic is only a 
projection of the great Mittelmeer. Indeed, Italy has no other 
means of commercial intercourse with the rest of the w^'orld, for her 
northern frontiers are guarded by mountains which make com- 
merce difficult. Four-fifths of Italy’s commerce is maritime. Her 
imports and exports, her security, her very existence thus depend 
upon the free use of the Mediterranean. 

Yet Italy does not control the sea which means so much to her. 
England holds one entrance at Gibraltar and another at the Suez 
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Canal, besides being entrenched at Malta. France stands sentinel at 
Toulon and at Byzerta. The whole southern shore of the Mediter- 
ranean, with the single exception of the Libyan desert, is under the 
®gis of these two countries. The Italians stand besieged within their 
own ocean. An enormous mileage of Italy’s coast line is open to 
attack hj any power that controls this ocean. A blockade of Italy’s 
ports might at any time shut off not only the food supply but essen- 
tial supplies of raw material and thus paralyze the industries of 
the nation. 

It is not enough to say that the Italians are themselves mainly 
to blame for this embarrassing situation in as much as they spent 
their time in civil strife while France and England were attaining 
national solidarity. Placing the blame does not help to solve a 
national problem, and anyhow you cannot indict a whole people. 
Nations, like individuals, must look to their own self-preservation. 
That is why Italy has been so insistent on having naval parity with 
France, an insistence which placed an insuperable barrier in the 
way of the London naval conference of 1929. 

It seems essential to the Italian government that not only shall 
the ports of commerce be kept open at all times but that trade with 
the rest of the world shall be built up to larger proportions. Italy’s 
chief exports are vegetables and fruit, wine and vegetable oils, 
silk and artificial silk, along with varied manufactured products. 
Great Britain, the United States, Germany, France, Argentina, 
and Switzerland are her principal customers. To stimulate foreign 
trade the Italian government has embarked upon the policy of 
subsidizing the merchant marine and reducing the tax burdens on 
shipping. New commercial treaties have also been made with many 
countries. In response to the stimulus there has been an increase 
in exports but the balance of trade is still adverse. Italy imports 
more than she sends out and this fact creates a continuing problem 
in foreign exchange. 

Budget AND Debt Pboblems 

Before the war Italy had considerable difficulty in making her 
national budgets balance. The excess of expenditures over rev- 
enues, if one takes the five-year period 1910'-1915, was consid- 
erable. The war increased the Italian public debt enormously and 
thus magnified the item of interest charges in the post-war budgets. 
Hence the years 1919 to 1922 were marked by annual deficits of 
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huge proportions which were liquidated by borrowing money and 
thus increasing the national indebtedness still more. Italy^s public 
debt in 1914 was only sixteen per cent of the estimated national 
wealth; but by 1921 it had risen to nearly thirty-five per cent. The 
lira which was fifteen cents at the beginning of 1919, had dropped 
to less than four cents by the beginning of 1921. The old govern- 
ment proved unable to retrench expenditures sufficiently and lacked 
the courage to overhaul the tax system. 

Beginning with 1922, however, Italian finances have undergone 
some improvement. The new Fascist government cut expenses, 
reconstructed the system of taxation, and brought both columns of 
the budget nearer together. In time it managed to make them 
balance. Moreover it was able to stabilize the exchange value of 
the paper lira at nineteen to the dollar, where it has since remained. 
The floating portion of the national debt was properly funded and 
its carrying-cost reduced. Settlements of Italy’s war debt to Great 
Britain and to the United States were effected on favorable terms. 
Whatever one may think of fascist political philosophy it would 
appear that the Mussolini government has, for the moment at any 
rate, steered Italy out of a financial mess which seemed hopeless. 

But the Italian authorities are not yet out of the woods in a 
fiscal sense. To balance the budget has involved the imposition of 
heavy taxes — ^more burdensome than any government of the old 
type would have had the courage or endurance to levy. National 
and local taxes, it is estimated, now absorb nearly twenty per cent 
of the entire earnings of the Italian people. In the United States 
the estimate is less than ten per cent. In proportion to their income 
the people of Italy are more heavily taxed than are the people of 
any other important country.^ The burden is onerous, almost 
intolerable. Italy’s outward appearance of economic vigor and 
prosperity cannot mask the fact that her people are poorer, on the 
whole, than they were before the war. A program of military and 
naval expansion is ominous in the face of this situation. 

Briefly summarizing Italy’s present-day interests and problems, 
one might state them in a series of propositions as follows: Italy 
needs room for expansion and her need constitutes a danger to 
international peace. To protect her incoming food supply and mw 
materials she believes that naval parity with Fmnce Is essential 
It is the aim of the Italian government to reduce the volume of 

^ C. E. McGuire, Italy* s InterndHonal Econornic Position (New York, 1926), p. 101. 
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imports and to build up a larger export trade. But this is extremely 
difficult in the face of rising tariffs everywhere, and in any case 
Italy^s foreign markets are both inadequate and uncertain. The 
burden of the war debt, both domestic and foreign, together with 
the relatively meager return which Italy stands to get from Ger- 
man reparations-— this has necessitated taxation of such a burden- 
some character that no government save a virtually irresponsible 
one can hope to maintain it for any considerable length of time. 

To solve her varied problems, and to secure her essential in- 
terests, Italy has organized herself under Fascist leadership in a 
way which is supposed to combine ^^all the material and moral 
forces of the nation into a single dynamo of production. The sullen 
acquiescence of the Italian people in this form of national organ- 
ization, involving as it does the extinction of all that goes under 
the name of democracy, is in response to a recognition of the grav- 
ity of their economic problems. The Fascist regime w^as not created 
by a country that saw clear skies ahead. Whether it will be main- 
tained when the horizon brightens, whether indeed the horizon will 
continue to clear — these are questions which no one can answer 
at this stage. 


Italy’s International Economic Position by Constantine E. McGuire 
(New York, 1926) contains much useful information. C. E. Ferri, Asyetti 
economici della vita Italiana (Milan, 1927); A. Cippico, Italy: The Central 
Problem of the Mediterranean (London, 1926); F. Flora, La politica econo- 
mica e finanziaria del fascismo (Milan, 1923) ; D. Bonomi, From Socialism 
to Fascmn (London, 1924) ; F. Virgilii, II prohlema della popolazione (Milan, 
1924) ; and H. W. Schneider, Making the Fascist State (London, 1929) are all 
worth mention. The Annuario Statistico Italiano is the best convenient 
source of statistical information; but mention should also be made of 
Ultalia economica, an annual volume edited by R. Bachi and published in 
Turin. 


Can Fas- 
cism solve 
these prob- 
lems? 


CHAPTER XXXVIII 


The land of 
the Swiss. 


Early his- 
tory of the 
country. 


THE GOVERNMENT OF SWITZERLAND 

Among the modem democracies which are true democracies, Switzerland 
has the highest claim to be studied. ... It contains a greater variety of 
institutions based on democratic principles than any other country. . . . The 
most interesting lesson Switzerland teaches is how traditions and institutions, 
taken together, may develop in the average man, to an extent never reached 
before, the qualities which make a good citizen — shrewdness, moderation, 
common sense and a sense of duty to the community. It is because this has 
come to pass in Switzerland that democracy is there more truly democratic 
than in any other country in the world . — Lord Bryce. 

Switzerland has about one-third the area of New York state, and 
about one-third the population. She is thus one of the smallest 
among European nations, wedged in between three of the largest 
and most powerful — France, Germany, and Italy. Her people live 
on both sides of a great mountain chain, having spread themselves 
over the plateaus above and through the valleys below. Three 
races, speaking three languages, have been so squeezed together 
by powerful neighbors that they have grown into one. For the 
Swiss people are a mixture of three races and have no national 
language. Most of them speak German, but in some parts of the 
country French and Italian are the languages of the majority. Nor 
is there any uniformity of religious belief. Protestants dominate 
a majority of the cantons while the Catholics outnumber them in 
the rest. On the face of things, therefore, the Helvetic Republic 
lacks most of the cohesive forces which are commonly said to make 
for national solidarity— those which arise from community of 
race, language, and religion. Nevertheless, and in spite of all this, 
these four million Swiss are a united people and form a small but 
coherent nation. What is more they are probably the most patriotic 
people on the European continent. 

The beginnings of Swiss nationhood are to be found more than 
six hundred years ago when three small Teutonic settlements, or 
cantons, situated in the valleys of the Alps, entered into a per- 
petual league in order that they might be better able to defend 
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themselves against their enemies.^ In due course other nearby can- 
tons came into the league until eventually it contained thirteen 
in all and became known as the Swiss Confederacy. Time and again 
the country was attacked by its more powerful neighbors, but their 
attacks were beaten off and by the Treaty of Westphalia (1648) 
the confederacy was formally recognized as an independent and 
sovereign state. 

It was a rather loose confederation, however, with no permanent 
central government. Each canton managed its own affairs with- 
out interference from the others. Some of them were democracies 
of the direct type, ruled by mass meetings of all the citizens. When 
matters of common interest arose, it was the custom to summon 
a congress or Diet composed of delegates from each canton, but 
in this Diet everything had to be settled by unanimous consent. 
The action of a majority did not bind any canton against its will. 
The delegates met at irregular intervals and there was no federal 
executive to carry out their decisions. When the Diet was not in 
session, the confederacy had no official organ. The central govern- 
ment of Switzerland at this time was even more impotent than that 
of the United States under the Articles of Confederation.^ 

This was the situation in Switzerland when the French Revolu- 
tion burst upon Europe in 1789. During the general wars which 
followed this upheaval the Swiss were drawn in, and very dis- 
astrously, for the French armies swarmed into the country in 1798. 
After some fighting they subdued all the cantons and abolished the 
confederacy. The country was reorganized under a unified govern- 
ment on the French model. It now became known as the Helvetic 
Republic, with Lucerne as its capital, and was divided into twenty- 
three cantons, each with a prefect at its head. Ostensibly the Swiss 
were given control of their own government, but in reality the 
Helvetic Republic became a vassal of France, The people resented 
this loss of their ancient independence, and various insurrections 
broke out, some of which were put down with great severity. When 
Napoleon came into power he decided to pursue a policy of con- 
ciliation and to this end he reestablished the old confederacy and 
equipped it with a regular federal congress in which all the cantons 
were represented (1803). This arrangement was more acceptable 

^ These cantons were Uri, Schwyz, and IJnterwalden. Their federation (1291) 
was called “The Perpetual League of the Three Forest Communities.” 

^ Robert C. Brooks, The Government and PolUics of S-witzerland (New York, 1918), 
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to the Swiss people and it continued in operation until after the 
collapse of Napoleon^s military power at Waterloo. 

The Congress of Vienna, in 1815, permitted the confederacy to 
add three more cantons to its membership and to resume its old 
form. Subject to some general restrictions it also allowed the 
Swiss to reorganize their government as they might see fit, and this 
they proceeded to do. By this reorganization the cantons regained 
much of the independence which had been taken from them during 
the period of French ascendancy. The congress of the confedera- 
tion was reduced to something like its old impotence, but not 
entirely so, for it now met regularly and had a makeshift executive. 
The cantonal executives of Zurich, Lucerne, and Berne took turns 
in serving as the executive officers of the confederacy, two years 
at a time. But this revolving executive had scarcely any powers 
except in time of war, and as the country was now at peace it 
could accomplish little. In Switzerland, as elsewhere in Europe, 
the reactionaries ran things according to their own tastes during 
the years which followed the close of the Napoleonic wars. Both 
liberalism and nationalism were frowned upon. They made little 
progress anywhere. 

Thus matters drifted along for three decades until the war 
of the Swiss Sonderbund in 1847. This civil war was caused by the 
formation of a bewaffneter Sonderbund or armed league among the 
seven Catholic cantons of Switzerland with the purpose of pre- 
venting any action of the majority cantons which might lead to a 
diminution of Catholic rights and privileges. To accomplish this 
end the Sonderbund was prepared to request intervention by the 
great Catholic powers, France and Austria. The Protestant can- 
tons naturally became alarmed at this move, and through their 
control of a majority in the congress of the confederation they 
ordered the Sonderbund dissolved. This order was resisted, 
whereupon a lively but brief civil war ensued in which the Catholic 
cantons were defeated and their league suppressed. The expected 
intervention by France and Austria did not come because both 
these countries were themselves on the brink of a revolution ■which 
came in 1848. 

The civil war of the Sonderbund had one good result; it con- 
vinced the Swiss people that their confederation was w-eak and 
ought to be strengthened. It also convinced them that Switzerland 
should have a new constitution with liberal provisions and ade- 
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quate protection for the rights of minorities. A committee of the 
congress was therefore appointed to draft a new constitution, and 
this document was ratified by the cantons in 1848. Its adoption 
transformed the country from a mere league of independent states 
into a real federation, but the new constitution did not give the 
federal government sufficient authority and a movement to in- 
crease its powers was soon set afoot. The cantons were reluctant 
to surrender anything more, and hence the movement for greater 
federal centralization made slow headway; but eventually the 
people became convinced of the need for it. The change was ac- 
complished by a revision of the constitution in 1874, and this re- 
vised constitution remains in force to-day as the fundamental law 
of Switzerland, although various amendments have been made to 
it during the past half century. 

The Swiss constitution is not a long document as constitutions 
go. But it is twice as long as the constitution of the United States, 
and the arrangement of its contents is somewhat confusing. This 
is because the various amendments have not been added to the 
end of the document, as is the American custom, but have been 
interpolated in the text. As thus amended, the constitution con- 
tains more than a hundred articles, many of them dealing with 
matters of detail which ought not to be put into a constitution at 
all. It does not contain a separate bill of rights, but various articles 
dealing with the liberties of the citizen are scattered through the 
document. Eveiy citizen of a Swiss canton is a citizen of the con- 
federation, but the federal government has the right to determine 
the conditions under which aliens shall be naturalized in the several 
cantons. This, rather strangely, it has never done, hence each 
canton has its own rules. Or, to be more accurate, each commune 
within each canton has its own rules of citizenship. The alien gets 
himself naturalized in Thun, for example. This makes him a citi- 
zen of the canton of Berne, and also a Swiss citizen. The consti- 
tution declares all Swiss citizens to be equal before the law; it 
guarantees freedom of the press, and freedom of worship; but it 
does not mention trial by jury. 

The Swiss constitution cannot be revised or amended except 
by majority vote of the people. There are two alternative ways 
of submitting such questions to the people, one involving action 
by the federal congress while the other requires the filing of an 
initiative petition signed by fifty thousand qualified voters. The 
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machinery of amendment is not simple but constitutional amend- 
ments are on the whole more easy to obtain in Switzerland than 
in the United States.^ 

Switzerland is a federal republic, a republic of cantons. There are 
twenty-two cantons and they are declared to be sovereign as far as 
their sovereignty has not been limited by the federal constitution.^ 
Thus the Swiss constitution, like the American, is a grant of 
powers. The federal government has only such powers as have been 
granted to it; the cantons retain all the rest. Like the states of the 
Union they are paramount within their own reserved fields of 
jurisdiction. They have their own cantonal constitutions, and 
subject to three restrictions these constitutions may be framed 
as each canton sees fit. The three restrictions are that each can- 
tonal constitution must provide for a republican form of govern- 
ment, must be subject to revision or amendment by popular vote, 
and must not contain anything that is contrary to the federal 
constitution. 

The distribution of governmental powers between the federal 
and cantonal governments is roughly similar to that in the United 
vStates. The federal government has control of foreign relations, 
but the constitution provides that the cantons (with the federal 
government's approval) may make certain agreements with foreign 
countries. The federaLgovernment has an exclusive right to send 
and receive diplomatic agents, to declare war and make peace, and 
to conclude treaties of an important nature. The Swiss military 
system, based upon universal training, is under its control. The 
federal government has control of the postal sj^stem; it operates 
the Swiss railroads (with a few minor exceptions) as w^ell as the 
telegraph and telephone services. It has charge of the currency 
and has the exclusive right to issue paper moneju It has control 
of banking; and has power to regulate commerce including the 
power to levy customs duties, but it has no right to lay direct 
taxes upon the people. If it needs more revenue than it can obtain 
from indirect sources the federal government may levy upon the 
cantons in proportion to their wealth and taxable resources. It 

^ Full details of the alternative Swiss methods may be found in Article III of the 
constitution. An English version is printed in W. F. Dodd’s Modern Constitutions 
(2 vols., Chicago, 1908) . 

2 More accurately there are nineteen cantons and six half-cantons. The latter 
have cantonal governments of their owm, but each has only one representative in 
the federal council, whereas the other cantons have two representatives. 
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controls all available water powers, and has a monopoly in two 
fields of production, namely, explosives and alcohol. These are 
its exclusive powers. 

In addition the Swiss federal government has various concur- 
rent powers, that is, powers which it exercises in common with the 
cantons. Among these are powers relating to the regulation of 
industry and insurance, the construction and upkeep of highways, 
the control of the press, and the encouragement of education. 
When the federal government exercises a concurrent power, its 
laws prevail over those of a canton. 

The Swiss confederation resembles the United States in that 
the component parts of the union are deemed to possess equal 
rights. It is also like the United States in having a written constitu- 
tion wherein certain powers are delegated to the federal govern- 
ment while other powers remain with the several states. But the 
Swiss confederation is unlike the United States in that federal 
powders are not, for the most part, carried into operation by the 
federal authorities. In most cases, w'hen the Swiss federal govern- 
ment enacts a law on any matter within its Jurisdiction, it leaves 
the provisions of the law to be carried into operation by the officials 
of the cantons. The federal officers merely inspect and supervise. 
To this general rule, however, there are some important excep- 
tions, including foreign affairs, the collection of customs duties, 
the management of the telegraphs, the telephone service, and the 
post office. Even the military system, which will be described a 
little later, is under the immediate management of the cantons. 

All this means that the federal government has a relatively small 
number of administrative officers and employees, while the number 
of local functionaries is disproportionately large. The legislative 
power of the Swiss federal government extends over a wider range 
than that of the government at Washington, but its administrative 
w’'ork does not extend so far. This policy of leaving administration 
very largely to the cantons has served to make federal centraliza- 
tionless obnoxious to the people. In the United States, as we have 
found, the strongest popular objection to any increases in the legis- 
lative power of the federal government arises from the fact that 
such increases are invariably followed by the creation of new 
federal bureaus with a corresponding addition to our already 
formidable body of federal employees. The American people 
would more readily give Congress power to regulate child labor. 
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for example, if there were some arrangement whereby the uniform 
regulations made by Congress would be left to the several states 
for enforcement after the Swiss fashion. But every increase in the 
legislative powers of the American federal government involves a 
further enlargement of the federal bureaucracy. Thus the enact- 
ment of the Volstead Law has put thousands of additional enforce- 
ment officers on the national pay roll. 

The Swiss federal government consists of a legislature, an execu- 
tive, and a judiciary. The federal legislature is divided into two 
chambers known as the council of states and the national council 
The council of states seems at first glance to be an almost exact 
reproduction of the American Senate, for it contains two members 
from each regular canton and one from each half-canton — forty- 
four members in all. But the resemblance is only superficial. In 
the United States the senators are elected by the people of the 
forty-eight states for six-year terms; in Switzerland the members 
of the upper chamber are chosen in such manner and for such 
terms as each canton may decide. In some they are elected by the 
people of the canton, in others by the cantonal legislature. The 
terms vary from one to four years. The two upper chambers, 
Swiss and American, are also quite unlike in their respective powers. 
The Senate of the United States has some highly important special 
prerogatives — the confirmation of appointments, the ratification 
of treaties, and the hearing of impeachments. The Swiss council 
of states has no special powers of any sort. Ostensibly it has ex- 
actly the same legislative authority as the lower chamber but 
in actual practice its share in lawmaking is considerably less 
important. 

The lower chamber, or national council, is composed of about 
two hundred members elected from the various cantons under a 
system of proportional representation.^ An election takes place 
every third year. Nominations are made by the various political 
parties, each of which presents a full or partial list of candidates 
in every canton. Or, as very often happens, a mixed {'panache) list 
is made up containing candidates from more than one party. 
Manhood suffrage is the rule. Every male Swiss citizen who has 
completed his twentieth year is entitled to vote, and any voter who 

^ Berne has the largest representation (34) , while Zurich has 27, St. Gall 15, 
Basle 11, Geneva 9, and Ticino 8. The scheme of proportional representation, which 
is a very complicated one, is described in McBain and Rogers (see above, p. 641), 
pp. 109-112. 
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is not a clergyman can be a candidate.^ Woman suffrage has not 
yet been granted in Switzerland although a campaign for its adop- 
tion is being carried on. The elections are not so keenly contested as 
in England or the United States and evoke a smaller degree of 
popular excitement. But they draw quite as large a proportion of 
the registered voters to the polls. At each of the last three general 
elections more than seventy-five per cent of the entire Swiss electo- 
rate voted, which is a higher average than is reached in American 
state or municipal elections. On the other hand the people of 
Switzerland do not make so much fuss about an election as we do in 
America. This is partly because the political organizations are not 
so strong and close-knit as in English-speaking countries. They do 
not have the enthusiasm or the funds for an aggressive campaign. 
The Swiss, moreover, are politically the least volatile of all people 
having democratic government. They are not easily stampeded by 
the catchphrases of a party program. Nowhere do the people 
think more clearly on political issues or vote with greater intelli- 
gence and discrimination. 

The Swiss national council holds two regular sessions a year and 
occasionally meets for a third time in special session. The sessions 
are short, rarely exceeding four weeks. The council chooses its own 
presiding officer and he has the usual powers. Members may speak 
in German, French, or Italian — and they do. You will hear them 
all in a single debate. This gives rise to no serious practical diffi- 
culties because every educated Swiss knows at least two languages 
and often three or four. German, French, and Italian are recognized 
as official languages, hence most public documents are printed in 
all three versions, which is a source of considerable expense. 

The arrangement of the chamber is semi-circular, but the members 
are not grouped by parties as in other European legislatures. They 
sit by cantons in a neighborly fashion, each member with a little 
desk in front of him. When members of the ministry (federal coun- 
cil) attend the sessions they take seats on the presiding officer’s plat- 
form. During the debates the speeches are not made from the trib- 
une, as in the parliaments of France and Germany. Each member 
speaks from his place on the floor as in English and American legisla- 
tive bodies. The discussions are calm and businesslike; there is no 
disorder or uproar, and measures are discussed rather than debated. 

^ A Protestant ciergyman may become eligible, however, by resigning from the 
ministry. 
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Many observers have commented upon the excellence of Swiss 
parliamentary behaviour. It is partly due to the solid, unemo- 
tional qualities of the national character. The Swiss legislator, 
says Bryce, is accustomed to take a middle-class business view of 
questions, being less prone than the German to talk about abstract 
first principles, and much less likely than the Frenchman to be daz- 
zled by tinsel phrases. Something must also be attributed to the 
fact that the tenure of the ministry never hinges upon the outcome 
of a debate or vote in either of the Swiss chambers. The ministers, 
as will be seen presently, remain in office whatever happens. There 
are no interpellations to inflame partisan feeling. Visitors to ses- 
-sions of the Swiss national council go away with a feeling that the 
proceedings are dreadfully dull — which they are to anyone who is 
looking for a flare-up. There are few set speeches. There are no 
interruptions, no filibusters, no exchanges of “the short and ugly 
word,'^ no pounding of a presiding officer's gavel to restore order. 
All this makes the Swiss chamber a somnolent place, quite different 
from the Palais Bourbon or the chamber of the Bail Eireann, — 
but it also explains why a whole year’s business can be finished in 
seven or eight weeks. 

The make-up of the Swiss national council is somewhat different 
from that of an American state assembly. In the present council 
(elected in 1928) there are 198 members. Of these about one-fourth 
are lawyers, — in the American House of Representatives the per- 
centage is very much larger (sixty-two per cent). More than twenty 
per cent are officials of the cantonal or city governments. This hold- 
ing of a local office and sitting at the same time in the national legis- 
lature is permitted in Switzerland. The smallness of the country 
makes it practicable. Farmers and farm managers constitute thirteen 
per cent, manufacturers and merchants nine per cent, editors and 
publishers six per cent, and so on.^ Thirteen per cent of the members 
are listed as “professional secretaries,” that is, secretaries of labor 
organizations or employers’ associations or of political parties. 
“The Swiss national council thus contains a balanced diversity of 
professions and occupations, none of them exceeding one-fourth of 
the membership, and several of them numerous enough to have to 
be reckoned with on all questions.” ^ 

^ A table stowing the distribution is printed in E. C. Brooks, Civic Training in 
Switzerland: a Study of Democratic Life (Chicago, 1930 ), p. 36 . 
p. 47. 
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The process of lawmaking in Switzerland deserves a word for 
it presents some interesting features. Every bill is introduced 
simultaneously in both chambers. This differs, of course, from the 
practice in other countries, but it has the merit of ensuring that 
a bill will have independent consideration by two groups of legis- 
lators. In the United States, if a bill originates in the House 
of Representatives, and is killed in committee, it never gets 
before the Senate at all. Or, if introduced in the Senate, and 
rejected there, it does not reach the House calendar. In Swit- 
zerland a bill may be under discussion in both chambers on the 
same day. 

Any member of either Swiss chamber may introduce a bill, but 
most of the important measures are brought in by the ministry 
(federal council). They have been carefully framed before the 
opening of the session. Either chamber, moreover, may by resolu- 
tion request the ministers to prepare a bill on any specified sub- 
ject, and this is not infrequently done. Bills of the type known as 
private bills and private members’ bills in England, or as local 
bills in the United States, are relatively few. This is largely 
because the Swiss have made ample provision for taking care 
of this ancillary legislation by means of executive decrees (Ver- 
ordnungen). 

The Swiss chambers place very little emphasis upon committee 
work. Bills, when introduced, are not ordinarily referred to com- 
mittees, although important measures may be so referred when 
either chamber orders this to be done. The discussion of a bill 
usually begins on the floor and in any event it must pass both cham- 
bers in the same form before it can become a law. If either one of 
them rejects the measure, or passes it with amendments, a confer- 
ence is held between representatives of the two bodies and an 
agreement is usually obtained in this way. As a matter of practice 
the upper chamber does not often stand out against the will of 
the lower house. At times the council of states has insisted on 
defeating measures which the national council has favored, but 
such action is becoming less common. The Swiss council of 
states does not possess the power or prestige in lawmaking 
that the American Senate commands. On the other hand it is 
more influential than the Senate of the French Republic. Unlike 
most upper chambers, moreover, it has not acquired a reputa- 
tion for conservatism. No one ever speaks of the Swiss council 
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of states as a citadel of reaction or a brake upon the wheels 
of progress.V 

Ordinarily the two chambers sit separately, each in its own 
hall of the capitol at Berne. But on certain occasions and for 
certain purposes they meet in joint session. In joint session they 
elect various high officials of the confederation, namely, the mem- 
bers of the federal council or ministry, including the President 
of that body, the chancellor, the judges of the federal court, and 
the commander-in-chief of the Swiss federal army. In joint session, 
too, they decide certain conflicts of jurisdiction between the 
federal authorities, although some of this authority is now devolved 
upon the new federal administrative court which was created by 
law in 1928.2 Pardons are also granted by the two chambers sitting 
together, a joint session being held twice a year for this purpose. 
And the two chambers may, if they choose, meet together for the 
determination of various other matters set forth in the constitu- 
tion, in as much as the constitution grants many powers to the 
Swiss parliament as a whole, leaving it to the two Houses to de- 
cide whether they shall act jointly or concurrently. The general 
practice, however, is to deal separately with all business except 
the matters above indicated. 

The executive in Swiss government is unique. Virtually all 
other countries have single executives— -a king, emperor, president, 
or governor-general, as the ca^ may be. Switzerland has a plural 
executive which consists of a" ^deral counc il, or ministry of seven 
members, elected by the two legislative chambers sitting together,^ 
The choice is made immediately after each general election. They 
hold office for three years unless the lower chamber is dissolved in 
the meantime. In that ease a new election is held when the legis- 
lature reconvenes. The constitution does not require that mem- 
bers of the two chambers shall choose the federal ministers from 
their own ranks, but in practice this is always done. On being 
chosen, the federal councOlors vacate their seats in the legislative 
chambers and special elections are then held to fill the vacancies.^ 

1 The age of its members averages about 59 years, while that of the national 
council averages about 56 years. 

^ Below, p. 747. 

^ Not more than one member can be chosen from a single canton. By usage the 
two largest cantons, Berne and Ziirich, are aiwai^s represented in the federal council. 

^ Although the federal councillors may not remain members of either chamber 
they are entitled to sit alongside the presiding officer and to speak (but not to vote) 
in both chambers. 
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Reelections to the federal council are common, and when a council- 
lor is once elected he usually remains in office as long as he desires. 
This permanence of tenure distinguishes the Swiss federal council 
from all other European ministries. 

Every year the two legislative chambers, in joint session, elect 
one member of the federal council to be chairman of that body 
with the title (P resident of the Swiss Confederatio n^ But apart 
from presiding at meetings of the federal council and giving the 
casting vote in case of a tie, he has no constitutional powers of any 
importance. He does not appoint officials, or veto bills, or carry on 
diplomatic negotiations. He is merely the titular head of the con- 
federation and represents it on occasions of ceremony. But by 
custom he has become a sort of general overseer, responsible for 
inspecting the work of the various administrative departments, 
and the federal council may authorize him to act in its name. This 
is sometimes done in emergencies, but no act that the President 
performs in this capacity is valid until approved by the council. 
fHe is in no sense a prime minister, therefore; he does not select 
Tiis colleagues, and has no authority over them. His legal powers 
are virtually the same as those of the other councillors although 
he sits at the head of the table."] 

The two chambers also elect one of the federal councillors to 
be Vice President of the Confederation. He presides when the 
President is absent and as a rule he is promoted to the presidency 
in the following year. The constitution does not permit a retiring 
President to succeed himself, or to be elected Vice President, 
neither does it permit a Vice President to be reelected. T hus i t 
vi rtually comp els rotation. On the other hand it does not preclude 
a second terniTTatleast one year intervenes. Hence a minister who 
remains long enough as a member of the federal council is likely 
to have a second, or even a third, presidential term. 

The chancellor of the confederation is chosen by the two cham- 
bers sitting together, but he is not a member of the federal council. 
He is a sort of general secretary for the Swiss federal government, 
keeps all the records, countersigns various laws, resolutions, and 
other official documents, and has charge of the holding of elections. 
His duties are largely clerical and routine, with little political 
significance. The office of chancellor in Switzerland is quite unlike 
the chancellorship in the new German government or the office of 
lord chancellor in Great Britain. 
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What are the functions of the federal council as chief executive 
of the Swiss Republic? They are not wholly executive in their 
nature, but legislative and judicial as well. The Swiss government 
is not constructed, Eke the SmincaSTon the principle of checks and 
balances. The federal council is a ministry in that it serves as the 
executive committee of the Swiss parliament. It is controlled by 
the latter and must obey all resolutions passed by the two cham- 
bers. fif the councillors find themselves outvoted on any matter 
they do not resign, as in France or England; they merely pocket 
their pride and obey the will of the legislative bodies with as good 
grace as , they can muster.^ The Swiss see no reason why ministers, 
whose general work is satisfactory, should be turned out of office 
because they and the chambers are of a different opinion on some 
single proposition. 

As a matter of fact, however, the federal council is not often 
required to execute a graceful backdown at the behest of the cham- 
bers. This is because the councillors are seasoned poli ticians, al l of 

them. . They have themselves' beenliiemReH’ of the legislature. 

They know how legislators feel, and what they are likely to do. 
As party leaders, moreover, they have a good deal of influence upon 
the members of their respective part}^ groups in the two chambers. 
Hence, although the federal council must always bend to the will 
of the legislature when the latter insists, the actual situation is 
that the council does not proceed until it has measured its owm 
strength. In important matters it usually obtains its own way or at 
least arranges a compromise. 

Leadership there must be in all lawmaking bodies, and in Swit- 
zerland the federal council is the only agency through wliich this 
leadership can be provided. On various occasions the Swiss cham- 
bers have reposed an extraordinary degree of confidence in the 
counciFs leadership and have endow^ed it with prsetorian authority, 
as for example in 1914 when they conferred upon it ''unrestricted 
powTr to take all measures for the security, integrity and neutral- 
ity” of Switzerland during the world w^ar. The chambers even w-ent 


so far as to give the council a free hand in the matter of expendi- 
tures for this purpose. 

Functions i The federal council, in the words of the Swiss constitution, is 
eraUoun-^"!*' Su preme executive authority of the confedera tiom fjn the exer- 
i else of its supreme executive powers, it conducts the foreign aff airs 
of the confederation, promu lgates the la w^s, controls the federal 
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army, and appoints all federal officer s other than those who are 
chosen by theTwo chambers in joint session. It prepares each j^ear 
the fed eral budget of estimated receipts and proposed expendi- 
tures. This budget is then laid before the chambers by the federal 
councillor or minister who is in charge of the department of finance. 
It is explained and defended on the floor by him. After the budget 
has been voted by the two chambers, the federal council assumes 
the duty of collecting the revenues and supervising the expendi- 
tures. The council also presents an annual report giving an account 
of its work in both foreign and domestic affairs, and this report is 
earefully gone over by the legislative chambers. 

The responsibility of the ministers for their executive acts is kept 
direct and continuous by the use of the interpellation. They may 
be interpellated in either chamber, on any subject, at any time. 
These queries, addressed to a designated member of the council, 
are formally answered as in the parliaments of other continental 
countries, and after the answer has been given the interpellator is 
entitled to say whether he is satisfied with it or not. But no vote is 
taken on the matter w^hen he expresses dissatisfaction with a 
minister's reply, and even a discussion of it is not common, al- 
though either chamber has the right to use the occasion as the 
prelude to a debate if it so desires. [The Swiss interpellation does 
not differ essentially, fro m the ordinary question whicEliiikeg^n d’ 
answereH^Huring Uie q uestion-hour in the British House of Comr 
mons.^J' 

The ministers, as has been said, have also som e legislativ e 
f unction s. They prepare bills for consideration by the two cham- 
bers, sometimes in compliance with specific requests made by the 
latter. These requests are made by resolutions known as “postu- 
lates.” All measures are prepared by experts in bill-drafting who 
are regularly employed for this purpose. [On the other hand , when 
bills are introdu ced by private members of either chamberTh ey 
r eferred to the minist ers f or their opinion before be ing acte d 
upon. (Thu s no measure is ever enacted bv the Swiss parliam ent 
without its be ing first considered bv the executive branch o f the 
government, "j 

This does not mean, of course, that the ministers have a veto 
upon legislation, or anything approaching it. The ministers some- 
times present, at the request of the chambers, a bill that does not 

^ See a6owc, pp. 172-174. 
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meet their own approval, and bills of this type have occasionally 
been passed. On some occasions, again, the chambers have en« 
acted private members^ bills on which the ministers have reported 
adversely. 1?he federal council or council of ministers, in a word, 
is expected to participate actively in the lawmaking process but 
not to feel hurt when its advice is disregarded. As someone has said, 
the Swiss federal councillor is like a lawyer or an architect in that 
his advice is sought and usually heeded; but he is not supposed 
to throw up his job in a huff whenever his emplo^^er insists on 
having something done differently. 

v^he ordinance power of the Swi ss fed eral council calls for com- 
ment. TheTedeiiF’^^ or ministry has no general povrer to 
issue ordinances or decrees in elaboration of the general laws. It 
does not possess the authority which is exercised in this field by 
the French ministry. On the other hand the Swiss parliament, by 
resolutions passed from time to time, has given the ministers 
authority to issue orders and decrees covering routine and minor 
matters of various sorts. In this way the two chambers have re- 
lieved themselves from the necessity of considering large numbers 
of minor, special, or private measures. This ordinance power of the 
federal council has been steadily growing. It underwent an enor- 
mous expansion during the world war and the effects of this expan- 
sion are still apparent. 

Finally, the Swiss federal council has some powers of a judicial 
nature. Originally it decided controversies on points of constitu- 
tional law and also served as the chief administrative court of the 
confederation, but many j^ears ago the federal courts took over its 
jurisdiction in constitutional cases. It still retains some juris- 
diction in cases arising under administrative law, although it has 
surrendered part of this authority to a new administrative court 
which was created in 1928. A constitutional amendment in 1914 
authorized such a court, but there was a long delay before the 
Swiss parliament passed the necessary statute to establish it. The 
new court has two judges to start with. 

Like the ministries of other countries the Swiss federal council 
has both colle ctive and i ndividual functions. 'Tt holds two regular 
meetings a week, with special meetings when the exigencies of 
public business demand. Its sessions are secret, and decisions are 
reached by majority vote. The President has a vote on all questions 
and when the council is deadlocked he has an additional vote. 
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In summary, the duties of the federal council can be compressed 
into three or four lines of print by saym^|t hat it decides all matter s 

of executive policy, pre pares business fo r tbnifeglsIativB>.jeh^^ 

approves re^lements for carrying o ut the laws , and performs „ the 
collective functions which are given to ministries 


countries. 

But the Swiss federal council is not really a cabinet in the com- 
mon acceptation of the term. fTh e term cabinet implies a d egree 
pa^ rty solidarit y which the Swiss council does not possess.] Its 
members are not drawn from a single political party or from a 
single bloc of parties. They are not united on any political pro- 
gram. The}^^ are not chosen to carry out party pledges or to serve 
the interest of any political party. They do not stand unitedly on 
an^r platform or profess a common party allegiance — as ministers 
do in England and members of the cabinet in the United States. 

On the other hand these federal councillors or ministers in Swit- 
zerland are very far from being non-partisan. They have been, 
and continue to be, active politicians. In fact they are often 
party leaders, and sometimes of different parties. Hence they 
may, and often do, hold divergent views on questions of public 
policy. Not only that but they sometimes express their disagree- 
ments publicly — by speaking in the legislative chambers on oppo- 
site sides of a question. This, of course, could never happen in 
England or in France. Differences of opinion in the Swiss federal 
council do not lead to anybody’s resignation. When they arise 
they are merely left to the legislature for adjustment. 

One should not derive, from the foregoing paragraph an impres- 
sion that disagreements within the Swiss federal ministry are part 
of the daily routine. They are the exception, not the rule. In 
matters of routine administration the federal council displa3^s a 
good deal of cohesion— outwardly at any rate. It does not ordi- 
narily la}^ measures before the legislature until it has whipped them 
into such shape that all the ministers are agreed in support. Then 
the chambers, in most cases, accept the counciFs proposals with 
very little change. Not always, however, for occasionally the 
counciFs bills are rejected or severely amended by the legislators. 
But when this happens the federal councillors do not hand in their 
seals of office as in England or in France. They act Just as members 
of the American cabinet do when Congress rejects some measure 
which they Imve strongly favored. They outwardly express their 
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regret and disappointment in polite and restrained language^ 
while inwardly exhausting the potentialities of a profane vocabu- 
lary. But in both countries they continue at their posts, draw 
their salaries, keep their tempers, and try to carry out the will 
of the people as expressed by the legislature. 

It has been said that the federal council, in thus combining re- 
sponsibility with permanence, is a unique feature, and one of the j.^ 
notable excellences of the Swiss system. It provides a plural execu- 
tive with the merits of a unified executive. |1 1 enables Switzerland y 
to keep in, office her ablest statesmen irrespective of their party 
affiliations^ A federal councillor is not retired to private life because 
his party happens to suffer defeat at the polls. Under the English, 
French, and American systems of government the ablest adminis- 
trator in the land is debarred from holding higlnoffice if his political 
party happens to be undergoing an eclipse. [That may be good 
party politics but it is not common sense, and if party government 
is to endure it must become reasonably rational.^ J 

The Swiss system has the additional merit of assuring a greater 
continuity of executive policy than is normally possible in other 
countries. In England and in France this continuity is to some 
extent obtained by giving each executive department a staff which 
does not change when the cabinet falls; but in Switzerland the tra- 
dition of permanence covers the head of the department as well. 

On the other hand the Swiss system has the potential defect of 
tending to professionalize the whole administrative branch of the 
government from top to bottom. Thus far it has not created a 
bureaucracy of serious proportions ; but the danger is assuredly there. 
When everybody connected with the executive branch of the 
government (from the highest official to the lowest) is assured 
of a relatively permanent tenure there is always a danger of official 
indifference, discourtesy to the public, and of methods getting 
into a rut. There is some truth in what that rough diamond of a 
democrat, Andrew Jackson, once said, namely, that every man 
who is in office for twenty years or so gets to thinking that he has a 
vested right in it and that it ought to descend to his children.'' 


To make sure that an administration will alwa^^'s regard itself as the 
servant of the people" and will adapt itself quickly to changed 
conditions, there should be provisions for a periodical infusion of 
new blood, especially at the top. Switzerland, as it happens, has 
managed to combine permanence with progressiveness in its 
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federal administration, but it is by no means certain that other 
countries could adopt the Swiss system and count upon achieving 
the same results. 

In addition to its collective functions the federal council has 
work which its members perform individually. Each of the seven 
councillors, including the President and the Vice President, is the 
head of an administrative department. These seven departments 
represent the usual division of administrative work as one w’-ould 
expect to find it in a small country. Their designations are: (1) 
political, (2) finance and customs, (3) justice and police, (4) in- 
terior, (5) military affairs, (6) posts and railways, and (7) public 
economy (i.e., agriculture, industry, and commerce). The ^'politi- 
caP’ department includes not only foreign affairs but naturaliza- 
tion, federal election laws, emigration, and some other matters. 
It is usually taken under the personal supervision of the President, 
which means that its head changes every year. Each department is 
divided into bureaus or services; but the number of federal officials 
in Switzerland (apart from the officials of the railroad adminis- 
tration) is relatively small. The reason for this has been already 
explained.^ 

In recent years, however, the number of persons on the federal 
pay roll has considerably increased and there has also been a strik- 
ing growth in the number of local officers. There are now said to 
be more than 150,000 persons on all the public pay rolls of Switzer- 
land (federal, cantonal, and local), or about four per cent of the 
population. This is a larger percentage than we have in the United 
States, but the difference is mainly due to the wider spread of pub- 
lic ownership in the Swiss communities. These public officials 
and employees in Switzerland are well-organized into local unions 
and a national federation, which makes them quite influential 
politically. 

Switzerland has a competitive civil service system but it does 
not cover the wffiole range of subordinate federal officials nor does 
it in all cases operate as a check upon the discretion of the appoint- 
ing authorities. The federal council, in making selections for 
important positions, may disregard the results of the competitive 
examinations and sometimes does so. It is said that a good many 
appointments are treated as patronage by the councillors, and 
there seems to be some basis for this assertion; but the evil has not 

^ See a 6 o 2 Je, p. 733. 
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assumed serious proportions. One reason for this is that there are 
no sinecure Jobs in the Swiss civil service. Public employees in 
Switzerland have to work; hard and until a few years ago they were 
badly underpaid. In 1925, however, a comprehensive Beamtengesetz 
was passed, with provisions for a general increase in the salaries 
of public officials and a detailed classification of these officials into 
twenty-six categories. ■ One of the interesting features of this law 
is the provision that married officials shall be paid at higher rates 
than unmarried, and that an additional allowance shall be paid 
for each dependent child. Another feature, well worth copying 
in the United States, is the provision for salary adjustments accord- 
ing 4o, higher or lower costs' of living in that part of the country 
wdiere the public official resides. | 

■Turning. to the judicial system^ of Switzerland, not much, need 
be said. There is only one federal court— the BiindesgericM^ it is 
called. It consists of twent 3 ^-foiir judges (and nine substitute 
judges) elected for a six-year term by the t"wo legislative chambers 
in Joint session. But the practice is to retfiect these judges on the 
expiry of their terms so that they virtually hold office as long as 
they desire it. For the trial of civil cases the court sits in three 
se.ctions, to each of which a specified class of controversies is as- 
signed. It has original jurisdiction in controversies arising between 
the confederation and the cantons, and in some other cases. It 
has appellate jurisdiction in cases which come up from the cantonal 
courts. In criminal matters it deals wfith accusations of treason 
against the confederation and with various other offenses against 
the federal lavrs. Under certain circumstances other criminal 
cases may be sent before the court the cantonal authorities. 
For the trial of crimes the federal court is divided into four cham- 
bers, one of which sits as a chamhre cVaccusatmi and functions as a 
grand jury. In all criminal trials before the federal court the ac- 
cused is entitled to have issues of fact heard and determined by a 
jury of twelve — as in England and America. By far the largest 
number of cases, both civil and criminal, are handled in the can- 
tonal courts and do not reach the federal court at all. 

In the matter of ultimate authority the Swiss supreme court 
differs significantly from the American. In Switzerland the federal 
supreme court can nullify a cantonal law if it finds the same to be 
in conflict with the federal constitution or with federal law’s, but 
it has no authority to declare a federal law unconstitutional On 
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the contrary the Swiss constitution expressly declares that ^^the 
court shall enforce all laws enacted by the federal parliament.' ^ ^ 

It is thus debarred from assuming the judicial supremacy which 
the Supreme Court of the United States has acquired. This fact is 
of some significance because it is sometimes argued that no federal 
constitution can function smoothly unless there is a supreme tri- 
bunal with power to safeguard its provisions against breach by an 
avaricious legislature. Swiss experience does not show this argu- 
ment to be sound under all circumstances. 

Switzerland has long maintained a system of administrative law Adminis- 
but until a few years ago there was no federal administrative court. in" Svidtzer- 
When controversies arose between the federal government and the 
citizen, involving questions of administrative law, the issues were 
determined in the first instance by the federal council, that is, 
by the ministers. If the ruling of this body was challenged, an 
appeal could be taken to the two legislative chambers sitting in 
joint session; but this slow and clumsy arrangement was long 
regarded as unsatisfactory. After prolonged discussions an amend- 
ment was added to the federal constitution in 1914 authorizing a 
regular administrative court to be provided in such form as the The new ad- 
Swiss federal parliament might determine. But the world war, 
which entailed a general mobilization in Switzerland, afforded the 
chambers an excuse for postponement and even after the war came 
to a close it took ten years before the statute providing for the 
new court was finally passed. The court has now started to function 
but the statute gives it a rather limited authority and already there 
is a movement to enlarge its jurisdiction. Gontroversies on matters 
of administrative law are not very numerous in Swiss federal gov- 
ernment, howeveiy because the great majority of administrative 
officials are agents of the cantons and hence, when disputes with 
citizens arise, these are brought before the cantonal administrative 
courts. 

Swiss Political Pabtibs 

One might expect to find many party groups in Switzerland, The ground- 
more than in France, Germany, or Italy. For Switzerland has a party^sys-^^ 
population which is very diversified in race, language, religion, 
and economic interest. There is a peasantry in the rural cantons 
and a proletariate in the industrial ones. There is a strong middle 

^Article 113. 
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class, and a transient population of sizeable proportions due to 
the tourist trade. It is often said that half the Swiss people live 
off the tourist, which is, of course, a palpable exaggeration, al- 
though the business of caring for visiting mountain-climbers is 
by no means a negligible industry. Moreover, Switzerland is full 
of traditional antipathies and animosities (particularly those 
arising from the Sonderbund of 1847) which have not yet been 
wholly allayed. In no country would there seem to be, at first 
sight, so much reason for the division of the people into factional 
groups. Offhand, the student of comparative government might 
hopefully turn to Switzerland as the classic land of party disinteg- 
ration. / 

But he would not find it so. Switzerland has fewer party groups 
than any of her neighbors. There are only four Swiss ‘’^political 
parties’’ of any consequence. In the lower chamber ninety per 
cent of the members belong to these four groups. As in other Euro- 
! pean countries they range from the Right to the Left, from con- 
servatism to radicalism, but with the central groups usually dom- 
inant., The four chief groups call themselves Clericals (or Catholic 
Conservatives), Agrarians (or Peasants’ party), Independent 
Democrats, and Social Democrats. The third group has usually 
been the strongest although its lead over the Social Democrats is 
not now very large. 

Party lines in Switzerland do not generally coincide with those 
of race, language, or religion— although the Clerical party natu- 
rally draws its chief strength from the Catholic cantons. The 
Social Democrats, as is equally natural, come chiefly from the 
industrial cities. Some changes in party strength appear from time 
to time, but the ups and downs since the close of the world war 
have been by no means so abrupt as in other European countries. 
For example, the strength of the Independent Democrats in the 
national council has ranged between fifty-five and sixty members 
after each of the last four elections; while that of the Clericals 
and the Social Democrats has stayed between forty and fifty 
members each. At present the figures are fifty-eight, forty-six, and 
fifty respectively, the Peasants’ party occupying fourth place with 
thirty-one. In the whole national council of one hundred ninety- 
eight members there are only thirteen who belong to minor fac- 
tions. With three parties so evenly divided (which is partly a 
result of the system of proportional representation) the federal 
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government is carried on by compromise rather than by bloc 
supremacy. At a pinch the two strongest parties could command 
a majority, but under normal conditions any bill must have some 
support from at least three of them in order to pass the lower 
chamber. 

And in any case the Swiss are not ardent partisans. Their in- 
tense national patriotism seems to preclude the ardent allegiance 
to a political party that one finds elsewhere. The people are gen- 
uinely interested in public affairs, as is shown by the large per- 
centage of the registered vote polled at federal elections; but they 
are not to the same extent concerned about the triumph or defeat 
of the parties to which they professedly belong. They are not out 
for each others’ heads. Personal ambitions have counted for little 
in the politics of the country. This happy situation, however, 
seems to be undergoing a gradual change. The Social Democrats 
in Switzerland, as in Germany, are stressing the principle of '^al- 
legiance to a cause.” Party organization has tightened during the 
past decade and professional organizers, loiown as party secre- 
taries, have become more in evidence as well as busier. The old 
order seems to be slowly on the wane. 

The Initiative and Referendum 

Switzerland is the ancestral home of the initiative and referen- 
dum.^ In one form or another these institutions of democracy 
have been used by the Swiss cantons for a very long time, and it 
is from Switzerland that they have spread, along the major routes 
of democratic infection, to various other countries including the 
United States. They are perhaps the most remarkable among all 
the institutions that democracy has produced, for they afford a 
means of lawmaking without the intervention of a legislative body, 
in other words a channel of direct action by the people. Nothing 
in the Sv/iss political system is more instructive to the student of 
modern democracy, for as Lord Bryce has said, "it opens a window 
int^The soul of the multitude.” 

/■^■he initiative is an arrangement whereby a specified number of 
voters may prepare the draft of a law and may then demand that 
it either be adopted by the legislature or referred to the people 

^ The claim is often made that the referendum originated in the United States. 
And it is true that in America it was first utilized in the adoption of state consti- 
tutions after the Revolution. But the referendum was not extended to ordinary 
lawmaking in the American states until the close of the nineteenth century. 
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for acceptance at general or special election. If approved by 
the required majority it then becomes a law. The referendum is a 
device whereby any. law which has been enacted by the legislature 
may be withheld from going into force until it has been submitted 
to the people and has been accepted by them at the polls. Thus the 
two agencies supplement each other; the intent of the one is posi- 
tive — to secure the enactment of some measure which the legisla- 
tive body has ignored or declined to pass; the intent of the other is 
negative — to provide a popular veto upon something which the 
legislature wants but which the people do not. As a rule the initia- 
tive and referendum go together, but they need not be conjoined, 
for either can exist alone.//>' 

Americans are accustomed to think of the initiative and refer- 
endum as novelties in government. They are commonly spoken of 
as ^‘the newer agencies of democracy. But they are not new or 
modern in any sense. They are as old as democracy itself. All 
primitive government was either despotic or direct, that is, the 
king settled all matters of public policy for his people or the people 
did it themselves without the intervention of representatives. 
When the Eoman historian, Tacitus, visited the Germanic tribes 
he found them settling all weighty matters by common voice in 
mass meetings of all the tribesmen. But with the growth of popula- 
tion, and the increasing complexity of civic relations, the practice 
of direct legislation gradually died out. Representative bodies 
arose— as in England, for example — and these parliaments or 
councils were supposed to represent the desires of the people in the 
proposing and enactment of the laws. Alone in some of the little 
Swiss cantons, through the agency of the Landesgemeinckj the 
practice of direct legislation survived and still contmu^^^^^ Here 
among the mountains, shut off from close contact with the outer 
world, a primitive institution was carried along through the ages 
and into our own day. 

During the first half of the nineteenth century the referendum 
became a regular part of the lawmaking process in most of the 
cantons, although representative bodies were also functioning. In 
1874 it was extended to federal laws by a constitutional amend- 
ment which provided that any 30,000 voters might by petition re- 
quire the federal legislature to w^ithhold a measure until the people 
had an opportunity to pass on it. The initiative was extended in 
the cantonal governments almost - simultaneously and w^as also 
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adopted in the federal constitution as a means of proposing consti- 
tutional amendments; but it does not yet apply to the making of 
federal laws*^ This, however, is not a matter of much practical 
importance because the people, when they desire something that 
would ordinarily be enacted in the form of a statute, can propose it 
and adopt it in the form of a constitutional amendment. They 
have done this on several occasions. 

The procedure used by the cantons for putting the initiative 
into effect may be briefly described. Some group of individuals 
or some organization prepares the draft of a law. If the cantonal 
council is not willing to act favorably on it, a petition is circulated, 
and the requisite number of signatures gathered. The petition, 
accompanied by the draft, is then filed with the proper authorities 
of the canton and if they find the papers to be in proper form the 
question of accepting the measure is placed upon the ballot for the 
voters to decide. Meanwdiile copies of the proposed law are printed 
and distributed to the people. Most of the cantons do not hold a 
special election whenever an initiative petition is filed; the more 
common practice is to submit them all (together with measures on 
which the referendum has been invoked) at regular elections which 
come on stated dates once or twice a year. In Zurich, for example, 
there are always two pollings — one in the spring and one in the 
autumn. ' 

In the case of the referendum the usual course is to provide that 
no cantonal law (except one of an emergenc^’^ or a merely routine 
character) shall go into effect for a certain interval after the can- 
tonal council has enacted it. In certain cantons, where the obliga- 
tory referendum has been established, this interval extends to the 
next election, and no petition is necessary to put measures on the 
ballot. Every law’- passed by the cantonal council (except emer- 
gency and routine measures) must be submitted and no law be- 

^ The present status of the initiative and referendum in Svdtzerland may be 
summarized as follows: The Initiative is used (a) in all the cantons except Geneva 
for the revision or amendment of the cantonal constitution; (b) in all the cantons 
except Lucerne, Valais, and Fribourg for the proposing of new laws; (c) in the con- 
federation for proposing constitutional amendments (but not for proposing laws). 
The Referendum is used (a) in all the cantons on amendments to the cantonal con- 
stitution; (b) in all of them except Fribourg for the adoption of ordinary laws; 
(c) in the confederation for the adoption of constitutional amendments proposed 
by the federal legislature, and (d) in the confederation for ordinary laws where 
duly invoked by petition. But some of the caii tons have the obligatory referendum, 
that is, all laws passed by the cantonal council must be submitted to the people, 
while others have the optional referendum, in other words a measure is not sub- 
mitted unless a prescribed number of voters petition for such action. 
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comes operative until the people have accepted it at the polls. 
But in the other cantons no measure is submitted unless a specified 
number of the voters petition to have this donCj and if no petition 
is filed within a certain time the law automatically goes into effect. 
If, on the other hand, any measure is petitioned against, and is 
submitted to the voters, an adverse majority at the polls will 
render it null and void. In the case of any law passed by the federal 
legislature the petition for a referendum must have 30,000 signa- 
tures, or, alternatively, the referendum must be requested by the 
authorities of at least eight cantons. The law, before the people 
vote on it, must be printed in the various languages (French, 
German, and Italian), and enough copies must be provided for all 
the voters.^ Initiative and referendum elections are always held 
on a Sunday. 

The process of direct legislation has been used to a considerable 
extent in the various cantons, more in some than in others. On a 
nation-wide basis it has naturally been used to a much more lim- 
ited extent. During the ten years 1918"1928 only tw^elve proposed 
amendments to the federal court were put forward by means of the 
initiative and submitted to the people. Eleven other amendments 
were submitted by the federal parliament. ^ It should be men- 
tioned, by the way, that the adoption of an amendment to the 
federal constitution, no matter how the proposal may be initiated, 
requires not only a majority of the voters as a wliole, but a majority 
by the cantons as well. The referendum was invoked, during these 
ten years on only six federal laws. 

The matters submitted to the people in Switzerland during the 
past half century have been of considerable variety; they dealt not 
only with broad questions of public policy (such as government 
ownership of the railroads and the reorganization of the army), 
but in many cases with matters of relatively minor consequence 
such as the licensing of commercial travellers and the regulation 
of trade in animals. On one occasion nearly four hundred thousand 
Swiss voters were asked to decide whether they wmuld approve an 
appropriation for the salary of a secretary at the Swiss legation in 
Washington. By a large majority they voted No. At the other 

^ When a law is submitted to referendum it must also be printed in Romansch'*' 
(or ‘Uadin’' as the French more often call it). This is a iow-Latin language spoken 
in the valleys of the Orisons (Gr§,ubunden) by about 40,000 persons. 

2 R. C. Brooks, Civic Training in Switzerland: a Study of Democratic Life (Chi- 
cago, 1930) . 
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extreme was the referendum in 1920 on the question of joining the 
League of Nations. The verdict in this case was an overwhelming 
Yes. Switzerland, by the way, was the only nation in Europe that 
entered the League by vote of its people. 

As to the merits and defects of the system there is a difference 
of opinion among Swiss as among Americans. In neither country 
is any serious fault found with the use of the referendum for amend- 
ments to the constitution. Nor is there widespread objection to the 
use of the initiative as a means of proposing constitutional amend- 
ments. The controversy relates, in the main, to the employment of 
the initiative and referendum as agencies of ordinary lawmaking. 
This controversy has brought forth, both in Switzerland and in the 
United States, a long list of forceful arguments on both sides. It is 
urged (and denied) in both countries that direct legislation weakens 
the responsibility of the legislature, low^ers its prestige, and causes 
its membership to deteriorate in quality. In Switzerland it is 
admitted that there has been some decline in political standards 
during the past fifty years, but the friends of direct legislation 
hasten to explain that it is due to other causes. It is often said 
that direct legislation retards political, social, and economic prog- 
ress because the people are more conservative than their repre- 
sentatives. Lord Bryce speaks of this as the ^^most comprehensive 
and also the vaguest objection to direct democracy. In Switzer- 
land, it is true that the initiative and referendum have been used 
conservatively; but this may prove nothing more than that the 
Swiss are a highly-intelligent, cautious people who are not in the 
habit of swallowing panaceas because they are new. When in 
doubt they usually vote No, which is the sensible thing for people 
to do. 

Objection is also raised that the total vote cast by the people on 
ordinary laws in the cantons, and on constitutional amendments 
in the confederation, is often rather small. ^ Hence it is said, the 
decision is not made by a majority of the people but by a minority. 
There is some basis for this assertion, and there is bound to be, 
for W'hen voters are frequently called to the polls (twice a year or 
oftener), many of them develop electoral fatigue and stay at home. 
Some cantons have tried the plan of making voting compulsory, 

^On the amendments to the federal constitution, submitted during the years 
1919-1921, the total vote was less than thirty-five per cent of the registered elec- 
torate. 
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and apparently to good advantage although the obligatory meas- 
ures have not been rigorously enforced. One result of compulsory 
voting, as Swiss experience has shown, is that many voters merely 
come to the polls and drop blank ballots in the box. Much depends 
upon the importance of the measures submitted, and on the degree 
of popular interest which they evoke. A question which has any 
relation to race, religion, or class always brings out a much larger 
vote than one relating to political or financial routine. 

All the stock objections to the initiative and referendum are in 
part veiified, and in part disproved, b}^ Swiss experience. People 
vote on questions which the}^ do not understand. The peasant 
often goes to the polls and marks his ballot on some complicated 
question without any comprehension of what it is all about. Prej- 
udice and ignorance decide the issues in some cases. The system 
involves a lot of expense and puts the people to inconvenience. On 
the other hand it has been a useful instrument of public education, 
for although many voters go uninformed this cannot be said of the 
most of them. The patriotism of the people has been stimulated 
by a sense of popular responsibility. Direct legislation, moreover, 
has provided the Swiss people with a check upon legislative bodies 
which otherwise would be entirely lacking, for there is no syvstem 
of executive veto in Switzerland as in America. In any event the 
great majority of the Swiss people appear to be satisfied with their 
system of direct legislation and there is no likelihood that they will 
abandon it. A careful American student of the matter has given Ms 
opinion that the advantages in Switzerland outweigh the defects.^ 

Local Goveenment 

Each Swiss canton has its own constitution and its own frame of 
government. A few are of the Landesgememde type, that is, they 
are governed by what Americans would call an enlarged town 
meeting. A general assembly of all the adult male citizens in the 
canton is called once a year to decide all important matters of 
cantonal policy. This meeting also elects a small council of five 
members which, like the board of selectmen in a New England 
town, functions through the year and performs such duties as the 
general assembly assigns to it. But most of the cantons are not of 
this type. They have no general assembly of the citizens. Instead 

^ E* C. Brooks, Civic Training in Switzerland: a Study of Democratic Life (Chicago, 
1930 ). 
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the voters elect a grand council, as it is called. This grand council 
meets frequently and serves as a cantonal legislature — subject, of 
course, to the use of the initiative and referendum. The election of 
the council is in most cases conducted according to the principles 
of proportional representation. The people of these cantons also 
elect an administrative council, usually of five or seven members, 
and this body serves as the local executive. The government of the 
cantons is simple and effective. 

Within the cantons are the cities, towns, and villages which are 
known as communes no matter what their size. There are more 
than 3,000 communes in Switzerland. In the smaller communes 
the town-meeting type of local government prevails; but in the 
larger ones the people elect municipal councils. In addition to these 
regular communes there are a great many districts which have been 
created for special purposes— for example, the school districts which 
in Switzerland are known as “school communes.’^ Local govern- 
ment in Switzerland draws a great number of citizens into direct 
contact with public affairs. It has an educative value, exemplifying 
Tocqueville^s aphorism that “local institutions are to liberty what 
primary schools are to science; they bring it within the people^s 
reach; they teach men how to use and how to enjoy it.^^ 

The Militaey System 

A word ought to be added with reference to the military system 
of Switzerland, for it has commanded favorable attention in other 
countries. The Swiss constitution provides that every citizen is 

bound to perform military service’^; on the other hand the con- 
federation is forbidden to maintain a standing army. In consonance 
with these two provisions a system of universal military training 
has been devised and the present legislation relating to it was 
adopted by the people at a referendum in 1907. The work of train- 
ing sometimes begins in the schools. At the age of nineteen every 
male citizen is examined as to his fitness for military service — the 
test is both physical and mental. Those who fail to meet the re- 
quirements are then given specialized physical or mental training 
to overcome their defects if they can be overcome. Those who 
satisfy the requirements are sent to a recruit school for a short 
period of intensive training. This lasts from sixty-five to ninety 
days according to the arm of the service (infantry, cavalry, artil- 
lery, aviation, etc.). 
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From the age of twenty to the age of thirty-two the citizen is 
then enrolled in the Auszng or line army, and during this interval 
he undergoes short periods of training at one of the army training 
camps, comprising from eleven to fifteen days each year. At thirty- 
two he goes to the Landwehr or second line, in which the training 
periods are less frequent, and at forty he is transferred to the 
Landsturm or reserve, where there is only an annual inspection of 
arms and accoutrements. An infantryman^s total training, between 
the ages of nineteen and forty, amounts to about one hundred and 
fifty daysd 

All army officers are taken from the ranks after passing the 
recruit school. They are given special courses of instruction which 
means that they must serve for more than the minimum training 
period. These officers, most of them, are regularly engaged in 
civilian pursuits; they are not soldiers b}^ profession. There is, 
however, a small cadre of full-time officers, about two hundred and 
fifty of them, who serve as instructors in the training schools for 
recruits and in the special schools for officers. Yet despite this very 
small regular establishment the Swiss Confederation can mobilize 
an army of about 150,000 first-line troops within a few days and 
can add to this, from Landwehr and Landsturm, nearly as many 
more within a week. The entire available strength of this citizen 
army, assuming that every trained and physically fit man of what- 
ever age could be utilized, is reckoned at about half a million. 

During the world war Switzerland remained a neutral but the 
government deemed it -wise to mobilize the military establishment 
as a measure of security. Without any difficulty a force of about 
200,000 men was put on the frontiers. It was an expensive busi- 
ness, this calling out the citizen soldiery and keeping a circle of 
steel around the little nation while the war lasted; but Switzerland 
was determined to take no risk of being treated like Belgium. The 
whole Swiss military system, it should be remembered, is devised 
for defense and not for invasion. Universal military training has 
not engendered militarism, or diffused a militaristic spirit among 
the people. The Swiss are a military, but not a militaristic race. 
In witness whereof they point to the fact that their country has 
been engaged in no foreign war for over a hundred years although 
she has seen nations fighting all around her. 


1 In addition there are rifle-shooting tournaments every year and marksmanship 
is the Swiss national Sport. 
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So here is a democracy that has been spared most of the ills 
which democracy is presumed to bring in its train. Switzerland 
has enjoyed free government without suffering misgovernment. 
Her people have yoked democracy to efficiency with a striking 
degree of success, and it is a difficult combination to maintain. 
To what causes may this good fortune be ascribed? Partly to the 
smallness and compactness of the country, its natural defensive- 
ness, and its varied resources. Partly also to the intelligence, 
patriotism, and good sense of its people. Partly, again, to the 
relatively equal distribution of property among them and the 
absence of any broad hiatus between rich and poor. And in part, 
finally, to sound traditions the people are determined to maintain. 
These, with a simple, intelligible, and rational form of government, 
provide the explanation. 

Some years ago when Lord Bryce, the author oi Modern DemoC’^ 
racies^ was in Switzerland making a study of the government, he 
talked with a well-informed young Swiss about the shortcomings 
of his political system. “Yes, it has very serious faults,’^ the latter 
bemoaned. “For example, a legislative committee sometimes goes 
to an agreeable hotel in the mountains during the summer months 
and there it sits for days having a pleasant time at the public ex- 
pense. It is an outrage “Well, if that is the blackest sin you can 
confess,’^ replied the distinguished student of modern democracy, 
^^you had better journey to Paris, Montreal, Chicago or Moscow, 
and if you are so politically circumspect you will soon find reason 
to bless the good fortune that made you a fellow-countryman of 
William TelL’^ 


The best books in English on Swiss government and polities are R. C. 
Brooks, The Government and Politics of Switzerland (Yonkers, N. Y., 1918) 
and the same author’s Civic Training in Switzerland: a Simhj of Democratic 
Life (Chicago, 1930) . The fox^mer volume contains an excellent critical 
bibliography covering all phases of the subject. Mention should also be 
made of an earlier book — J. M. Vincent’s Government in Switzerland (New 
York, 1900), In the first volume of Lord Bryce’s Modern Democracies 
there is a hundred-page survey of Swiss institutions which for suggestive- 
iiess of comment would be hard to surpass. 

Useful books in German are Z. Gie^eomBtiiy Das dffentliche Recht der 
Schweizerischen Eidgenossenschaf t iZmich, 1930) j which is the most recent 
and most comprehensive treatise; 'Fritz PhineTj Schweizeresches Bunde-- 
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(Zurich, 1922); Eduard His, Geschichte des nemrn Schmeim^’- 
ischen Staatsrechts (2 vols., Basle, 1929) ; Karl Horher, I)ie 
Politik {Zundhj 1928); and Eduard Fueter, D^e Schweiz seii (Zurich, 
1928), ■ 

Many books on the initiative and referendum in Switzerland have 
appeared from time to time. The best-known work, now somewhat out of 
date, is T. Curti, Le referendum: histoire de la legislation populaire en 
Stdsse (Paris, 1905). It should be supplemented by the discussions in the 
two volumes by R. C. Brooks (see p. 757), 



CHAPTER XXXIX 


THE GOVERNMENT OF SOVIET RUSSIA 

Meanwhile, it is singular how long the rotten will hold together, provided 
you do not handle it roughly. For whole generations it continues standing, 
with a ghastty affectation of life, after all life and truth has fled out of it. — 

Thomas Carlyle. 

Even well-informed Americans, for the most part, have erroneous Russia as a 
ideas about Russia. They think of that country as a nation in the 
sense that England, France, or Italy are nations. On the map they 
have seen a vast expanse of territory sprawling westward over 
northern Europe and eastward over northern Asia — with an area 
of more than eight million square miles, or about three times that 
of the United States — all of it designated as Russia. They read 
that there are about 150,000,000 Russians inhabiting this great 
territory, all under one government, with Moscow as its capital. 

It is natural that they should think of Russia as though it were a 
unified country like the United States. 

But Russia is not a nation in that sense . It is an irregular check- Its divisions 
erboard of territories and races. Before the war Russia was made war. 
up of at least ten quite distinct and none-too-closely-related areas, 
peopled by Russians, Poles, Jews, Finns, Letts, Turko-Tartars, 
and Mongolians. First, there was Russia proper, extending from 
the Baltic Provinces to the Ural Mountains, and from the Arctic 
Circle to the Black Sea. This great region is peopled almost alto- 
gether by Russians — Great Russians, Little Rnssians, and White 
R,ussians. Northwest, west, and southwest of this region were 
Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland, inhabited by peoples 
of a different speech and religion. Southeast, south, and east w’^ere 
Caucasia, Russian Central AsiUj and Siberia. Here, again, people 
differ from the rest of the empire hot only in speech and I’eligion 
but in race. Such w^as Russia before the war, a huge salamander, 
comprising one-seventh of the land surface of the globe, but every 
part of it contiguous. As a result of the peace treaties some of this 
territory has been lost but the greater part of it remains within 
what is now called the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics (USSR). 



760 


.SOVIET, RUSSIA 


How the old 
empire was 
created. 


The Asiatic 
influence. 


Peter the 
Great. 


Russia in 
the nine- 
teenth cen- 
tury. 


Her politi- 
cal develop- 
ment. 


The old Russian empire was built up by accretion. In the earlier 
stages its growth was much like that of the United States. Traders 
and settlers moved to the frontier where they came into contact 
with native tribes whose lands they presently absorbed. But dur- 
ing its later stages the expansion of the Russian empire was more 
like that of Rome. It was a blood and iron performance. War and 
conquest were its main features. Annexations were made as ruth- 
lessly as in the days of Roman power. 

Unfortunately the Tsars were not organizers and administrators 
as the Cs&sars had been. They built up a civilization that was 
Byzantine rather than Roman, Asiatic rather than European, 
This was due in part to the fact that Russia, during the thirteenth 
century, came under the domination of the Tartars, and in the 
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries under the spell of Byzantine 
theological and political ideals. Not until the reign of Peter the 
Great (1689-1725) did Russia become subject to the influence of 
European civilization in any measurable degree. Tsar Peter did 
his best to Europeanize his empire but he was able to give it little 
more than a thin veneer. 

Yet Russia played an important part in European diplomacy 
during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The echoes of the 
French Revolution hardly penetrated the great steppes ; but when 
Napoleon was at the height of his power he made his voice heard 
there. Every student of modern history has read of the Corsican’s 
march to Moscow, his retreat through the snows, and the utter 
collapse of his lordly venture. The Russians had a good deal to do 
with Napoleon’s overthrow, for it was his ill-starred expedition 
into the heart of their country that sapped the military strength 
of France and made Waterloo possible. Russia had an enormous 
military advantage in being herself virtually invulnerable. She 
could conquer, but was herself immune from conquest. Her bulk 
and inaccessibility rendered her so. 

Everything favored the development and maintenance of an 
absolutism in Russia — the vast extent of the country, the variety 
of races included in it, the illiteracy of the people, the militarism, 
the primitive rural civilization, and the Oriental traditions. So 
the government became and remained despotic. From time to 
time the Tsars made various gestures in the direction of popular 
government but these did not mean much. The rulers were not 
willing to convey the substance of power to the representatives of 
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the people. The wave of democracy which swept over western 
Europe during the year 1848 led to the framing of new constitu- 
tions in France, Italy, and Prussia; it even compelled some politi- 
cal readjustments in Austria; but upon Russia it had virtually 
no influence at all. 

Some years later, in 1861, the Tsar Alexander II abolished serf- 
dom in Russia and improved the economic status of the peasantry; 
but he did not break the power of the landlords or grant the people 
any participation in the conduct of their national government. 
Alexander did, however, establish a certain measure of self-govern- 
ment in the provinces and districts. In these the people were per- 
mitted, by indirect election, to choose delegates to district assem- 
blies (ZemstAms) Avhich were to exercise the right of leA’-ying local 
taxes, as A¥ell as to make regulations concerning such matters as 
roads and bridges, schools, public health, public buildings, and 
poor relief. In the cities the Tsar authorized the establishment of 
municipal councils, or Dumas, for the exercise of those functions 
v/hich the Zemstvos performed in the provinces. 

These local assemblies soon afforded rallying points for a liberal 
movement which aimed at political reform in the empire as a 
whole. They grew steadily more assertive in their demand for a 
constitution and for the calling of a national parliament. But this 
liberal movement could not make much progress until after the 
close of the nineteenth century. Liberalism, in the autocratic 
circle surrounding the Tsar, was regarded as synonymous with 
revolution. The imperial authorities were so fearful of the very 
words constitution and parliament, that they went to the ridicu- 
lous extreme of censoring them in all the newspapers.^ Meanwhile 
the teachings of Karl Marx and his disciples were turning many of 
the younger liberals to socialism and providing recruits for a Social 
Democratic party. 

Thus the situation drifted until Russia engaged in her war of 
1904-1905 against Japan and met defeat on land and sea. This 
national humiliation caused such widespread popular resentment 
that autocracy became alarmed. The Social Democrats in Russia 
were groAving more numerous and becoming more outspoken, 
despite the unrelenting persecution to which they were subjected. 
The disorders which they were able to foment, especially among 

^ Baron. Sergius A. Korff, Autocracy and Re^olniion in EuBsia York, 1923), 

pp. 7-8. ■ ■ ■ ■ . ■ ■ 
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the industrial workers, now gave the authorities more worry than 
ever. In the rural districts the peasants began seizing the lands of 
the nobility and pillaging their mansions. Martial law had to be 
declared in many portions of the country. Students in the cities 
led the rioting and the universities were closed. These widespread 
and serious disorders made it clear that the old policj^- of reaction 
and repression would have to be modified. So the imperial govern- 
ment, to secure its own preservation, decided that a move must be 
made in the way of bending to the popular clamors for a national 
parliament. 

In 1905, therefore, the Tsar issued a series of decrees which 
professed to establish a constitution for his people. These decrees 
did not in fact abolish the autocratic system; on the contrary the}?' 
asserted the executive supremacy of the emperor and reaffirmed 
his right to exercise an absolute veto over all legislation. They de- 
clared the Tsar^s ministers to be responsible to him alone. On the 
other hand, they made provision for a national parliament of two 
chambers, namely, an upper house or Council of the Empire, and 
a lower house or Duma. In the Council of the Empire half tlie 
members were to be appointed by the emperor and the other half 
chosen for nine-year terms by the provincial assemblies, the land- 
owners, the nobility, the chambers of commerce and industry, the 
church, and the universities. Membership was restricted to per- 
sons over forty years of age who held academic degrees. Members 
of the lower house, or Duma, were to be elected through the dis- 
trict assemblies or Zemstvos, which were hereafter to be consti- 
tuted on a basis of manhood suffrage. It was stipulated that no 
discussion of these decrees, or of military or foreign affairs, should 
take place in the Duma, but its assent was to be necessary for the 
enactment of general laws. 

On paper this looked like a good start on the way to ultimate 
popular sovereignty. At any rate it brought Russia, in 1905, to 
the point that England had reached in the reign of King John, 
about seven hundred years earlier. But unhappily it did not prove 
to mark the beginning of a new era, and for two reasons: first, 
because the Russian people did not know how to use their new 
endowment of power in moderation, and, second, because neither 
the Tsar nor his ministers accepted the new political arrangements 
in good faith. 

The first and second Dumas, which met in 1906“1907, contained 
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too many liberals and radicals. They alarmed the ministers: by 
their uncompromising talk. Under this radical inspiration the 
Duma showed itself in no mood to rest content, even for the mo- 
ment, with the powers that had been granted to it. Some of its 
leaders fumed against the ^'sham constitution^^ and demanded a 
coiivStitution based upon the principle of popular sovereignty. In 
violation of the constitutional decrees it began to discuss ways 
and means of making the Tsar’s ministers directly responsible to 
itself, thus establishing a true parliamentary system. A list of re- 
forms was drawn up which included the granting of an amnesty 
to all political prisoners and the breaking up of landed estates for 
the benefit of the peasantry. It also demanded the direct election 
of its members by universal suffrage. Some of its hot-heads went so 
far as to declare, quite openly, that the true mission of the Duma 
was not to pass laws but to precipitate a revolution. 

These two Dumas, having proved themselves too democratic in 
their ideas and discussions, were successively dissolved, whereupon 
the Tsar and his ministers decided that the time had come to 
change the system of election. A decree to accomplish this end was 
accordingly promulgated in 1907. It abolished manhood suffrage 
and provided that the voters should be divided into classes or 
curim, namely, the landowners, the manufacturers and merchants 
and the peasants and workers, with quotas of seats assigned to 
each class. It also made various other changes which aimed to give 
disproportionate representation to the propertied element among 
the voters. All this involved an open disavowal of the most im- 
portant concession grant ed in 1905. 

The electoral decree of 1907 worked as the Tsar and his min- 
isters expected. The third Duma, elected under its provisions, was 
much less radical and hence more amenable to ministerial control. 
It was composed chiefiy of landowners and merchants. In the 
main these members obeyed instructions and were permitted to 
serve out their five-year term. The fourth Duma, which came into 
office during 1912, was still in existence when the world war began. 
But neither the third nor the fourth Duma was truly representative 
of the Russian people. It was controlled by the w^ell-to-do elements 
of the population. From time to time the members were able to 
persuade the Tsar and his ministers into amending their decrees; 
but in the main the Duma’s functions were little more than consult- 
ative. “In order to acquire the right to exist,” said one Russian 


The first 
two Dumas. 


The elec- 
toral 

changes of 
1907. 


Its results. 



764 


SOVIET RUSSIA 


The disiliu- 
sionmeiit of 
the Liberals, 


The Rus^ 
siaxi autoc- 
racy during 
the early 
war years. 


The minis- 
ters and the 
Duma. 


liberal, “it had to become a mere cog in the mechanism of autoc- 
racy.^^' 

In this way the progress toward political democracy which 
seemed to have been started in 1905, was brought to an end. The 
people had asked for bread and had been given a stone. As a result 
of their disillusionment the Russian liberals had been forced to 
join the Socialists in believing that a parliamentary system could 
not be established in Russia by constitutional means. 

At the outbreak of the war this attitude toward political reform 
was held by virtually all classes in Russia except the nobility, some 
of the landowners, and most of the great industrialists. For a time 
the world conflict seemed to unify the country, as wsly always ap- 
pears on the surface to do. The fourth Duma rallied valiantly to 
the support of the government; but w^hen it urged some much- 
needed reforms in order that the war might be more successfully 
prosecuted after the defeats of 1914-1916, its advice was sternly 
rebuffed. Meanwhile the amazing incompetence of both the civil 
and military branches of the government was stirring all classes of 
the people to intense disgust and indignation. On every hand there 
was evidence of waste and corruption. The armies were badly led, 
inadequately supplied with munitions, and insufficiently provided 
with food. The measures taken for provisioning the civilian popu- 
lation of the cities broke down and the people went hungry while 
large stocks of foodstuffs were illicitly shipped into Germany and 
Austria. It became quite clear that the autocratic government 
was unfit to meet the crucial test of a great war. 

In this emergency, which called for caution and concilia- 
tion, the Tsar made the fatal error of choosing ministers of the 
most reactionary type, whose only method of dealing “with hunger 
and discontent was repression. Even the Duma, conservative 
though it was, and cooperative though it desired to be, now 
grew restless under the daily shadow of the mailed fist. Its tribune 
was the only spot in all Russia where anyone could freely speak 
his mind. So the members began to assail the ministers, and as time 
went on these assaults became more violent. Charges of treach- 
ery were made against the men wffio were directing the diplo- 
matic and military operations. It was hinted that the government 
was conducting secret negotiations with the enemy. Encouraged 
by this criticism in the Duma, the leaders of the Socialists among 
the worlonen of the cities grew bolder. They fomented strikes in 
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Petrograd, Moscow, and the other industrial cities. Thereupon 
the government issued decrees ordering the members of the Duma 
to go home and commanding the workers to terminate their strikes. 
The Duma refused to disband and the striking workers defied the 
governments decrees. Thus the Revolution flashed like a red flame 
from the sky. 

The first Russian Revolution began at Petrograd in March, 1917 
—just before the United States entered the war on the side of the 
Allies. It began as revolutions usually do. The striking workmen 
and the starving population of Petrograd came out on the streets 
assailing the government and demanding food. The Tsar was ab- 
sent from the capital but his ministers undertook to disperse the 
crowds by calling out the troops of the Petrograd garrison, but the 
soldiers refused to obey the orders. On the contrary they joined 
the mobs which were now thronging the streets. Like the Parisians 
of 1789 the people now stormed the Russian Bastile, known as the 
Fortress of St. Peter and St. Paul, and set the prisoners free. Mean- 
while a self-appointed committee of the Duma assumed control of 
the situation, appointed a new ministry, established a provisional 
government, and promised that a new constitution would be pre- 
pared. First Miliukov, the leader of the Liberals, and then Keren- 
sky, the leader of the Social Democrats, were the heads of this 
provisional government. In connection with all this the Tsar was 
compelled to issue a decree abdicating the throne and was held 
prisoner with his family. 

On the day that the provisional government was formed the 
representatives of the workers organized the Petrograd soviet of 
■workers^ and soldiers’ delegates. Both the soviet and the pro- 
visional government had different points of view and kept issuing 
contradictory orders. The soviet, by a series of decrees which the 
provisional government was forced to accept, virtually abolished 
the old military discipline and thus sapped the morale of the al- 
ready half-demoralized army. To prevent further working at 
cross purposes the provisional government and the soviet formed 
a coalition in May, but their joint efforts did not avail to check 
the militaiy and economic disorganization of the country. 

As the situation grew worse toward autumn a radical branch 
of the Social Democrats, known as the Bolsheviks, secured for 
themselves an increased share in the management of governmental 
affairs and insisted that the Revolution must be an economic as 
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well as a political one.- They were supported in this demand by 
the fact that the workers were already seizing the factories; the 
peasants were driving out the landlords and taking the land as 
their own. These Bolsheviks were not a majority element among 
the Russian people, but they had a definite program which the 
soldiers and workers could understand. Immediate peace and a 
dictatorship of the proletariate were their objectives. What is 
more, they had vigorous leadership, which the constitutional 
revolutionists lacked. Nikolai Lenin and Leon Trotsky, two lead- 
ing Communists who had been exiled by the Tsarist goveriinient, 
now rushed back to Russia and vigorously led their followers into 
action. In this matter of leadership the parallel between the 
French Revolution of 1789 and the Russian Revolution of 1917 
is quite striking. Even as power passed from Mirabeau to Dan ton, 
and from Danton to Robespierre, so it went (even more quickly) 
from Miliukov to Kerensky and from Kerensky to Lenin. Each 
revolution became more radical as it shifted leaders. At any rate, 
the Bolshevik leaders managed to get control of the soviets in 
Petrograd, Moscow, and the other cities. Then with the aid of the 
troops, they were able, in November, 1917, to throw the provL 
sional government out of power. 

Thus the second Russian Revolution was accomplished. A con- 
gress of the soviets now appointed a Council of PeopIe^s Com- 
missars, with Nikolai Lenin at its head wdiile Trotsky took 
charge of the army. The new government forthwith proposed 
that peace be made by all the belligerents, and when this was de- 
clined it deserted the Allies and proceeded to negotiate at Brest- 
Lit ovsk a separate treaty with Germany. This treaty -was a most 
humiliating one for Russia, but the new Bolshevik rulers accepted 
it in order that they might be free to go ahead with their political 
and economic overhauling of the country. Meanwhile they began 
issuing a series of decrees which abolished piivate property, and 
declared the railways, the banks, the factories, the mines, and the 
land confiscated from the bourgeoisie for the use of the proleta- 
riate. The Tsar and his family were put to death; many members 
of the nobility, landowners, former Tsarist officials, and intelli- 
gentsia were killed, imprisoned, or exiled; soviet commissioners 
were put in charge of the industries everywhere; and the Orthodox 
Church was disestablished. Within a few months the country was 
placed on a communist basis — so far as decrees could do it. 
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These drastic steps alarmed Russians former allies wlio had 
large stores of munitions and supplies lying at various Russian, 
ports such as Murmansk/ Archangel, and Vladivostok. They 
sent troops to guard these supplies and the ports at once became 
rallying points for anti-Bolshevik leaders who undertook to start 
counter-revolutions. This action played into the hands of the 
Bolshevists for it tended to unite the Ptussian people against 
what they were induced to look upon as foreign invasions aiming 
to restore the Tsarist autocracy. The counter-revolutionary move- 
ments .were quickly .suppressed. ' 

In the summer of 1918 the Congress of Soviets, now known as 
the All-Russia Congress, adopted a constitution which had been 
prepared for it by the Bolshevik leaders.^ This constitution was 
not framed by men who had been elected for the purpose nor was 
it submitted to the Russian people for acceptance. It is still the 
constitution of the Russian Socialist Federated Soviet Republic, 
although it has been considerably modified by various decrees 
issued since 1918. In the meantime, moreover, certain large sec- 
tions of Russia had declared their independence and had set up 
soviet republics of their own. Later they wandered back into the 
fold and in 1922 a general treaty of federation was made among 
them all. 

By this compact a Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was 
created, with a federal constitution which was ratified in 1923. 
This Union includes the Russian Socialist Soviet Republic, or 
Russia proper, the Ukrainian Socialist Soviet Republic, the White 
Russian Socialist Soviet Republic, the Turlanenistar and the 
Uzbek Republics, the Tadjikistan Socialist Soviet Republic, and 
the Transcaucasian Socialist Federated Soviet Republic. Of the 
old empire several portions, Latvia, Esthonia, Lithuania, and 
Finland are now independent states; Bessarabia has been incorpo- 
rated with Rumania, Kars with Turkey, and Russian Poland with 
Poland. 

The constitution of 1918 begins by declaring Russia a “Republic 
of Soviets of Workers’, Soldiers’, and Peasants’ Deputies.” It is 
established “on the basis of a free union of free nations.” Then 

^ The Bolshevists, on assuming power, had promised to abide by the decision 
of a constituent assembly, elected by universal suffrage. Such an assembly was 
elected, but a majority of its members proved to be out of sympathy with the 
Bolshevist program and in January, 1918, it was dissolved before it had accomplished 
anything. 
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follows a declaration of the rights which belong^ not to the whole 
people, but to 'Hhe laboring and exploited masses.^’ This portion 
of the document confirms and ratifies the action of the authorities 
in abolishing private property and nationalizing all the agencies 
of production. All land, all mineral wealth, all the agencies of 
production and distribution are declared to be public property 
and are handed over to the workers, without compensation, with 
the right of use only. All debts contracted by the Tsarist govern- 
ment are repudiated '^as a first blow at international financial 
capital.^’ 

The suffrage, by the terms of the soviet constitution, is ex- 
tended to all Russian citizens eighteen years of age or over with- 
out distinction of sex, religion, or nationality, and without any 
residential qualification, provided they ^^earn their living by 
productive labor^^ and not employ others for private gaiii.^^ 
Stipulation is made that this shall include soldiers and sailors. 
On the other hand it is expressly provided that the following classes 
shall have neither the right to vote nor the right to hold office: 
(a) those who employ others for the sake of profit (ordinary house- 
hold servants are not included); (b) those who live on income 
not derived from their own labor (e.g., interest, rent, or profits); 
(c) business men, agents, middlemen, and other traders; (d) clergy- 
men of all denominations; (e) persons who were connected with 
certain departments of the old Tsarist administration, and (f) the 
insane and those who have been convicted of ^Tnfamoiis or mer- 
cenary crimes.’^ It is provided, however, that aliens resident in 
Russia, if engaged in productive labor, are entitled to the suf- 
frage. Such persons may be given, without formality, all the priv- 
ileges of Russian citizens. Although the age limit for all voters is 
normally fixed at eighteen years, it may be lowered by order of 
any local soviet subject to the approval of the central authorities. 

The foregoing provisions, it will be noted, do not establish uni- 
versal suffrage in Russia. They exclude all persons except actual 
workers including peasants and soldiers. In other words the 
suffrage rules shut out what is left of the Russian bourgeoisie, — a 
term which has been extended not only to shopkeepers and trades- 
men but to all who keep even a single hired employee or ser t. 
Even the peasant who hires a farm laborer to help him is ther- " 
deprived of the right to vote. Thus the soviet constitution does 
not seek to establish a democracy but a dictatorship, a dictator- 
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ship of the proletariate. This is logical enough, for the whole 
theory of communist government is that all other classes are 
exploiters and parasites. Their existence should not be tolerated, 
much less encouraged by granting them any political privileges. 

The frame of government which the constitution of 1918 es- 
tablishes is extremely complicated. In some of its features it is 
almost incredibly cumbrous. It was intended to be so, for the 
leaders of the communists realized that when anyone desires to 
take the control of government out of the people^s hands the first 
essential step is to make the plan of government altogether in- 
comprehensible to them. The framework, as established in 1918, 
was retained in the Treaty of Union (1922) which made Russia 
a Union of Soviet Republics. 

The highest organ of authority in the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics is the Union Congress of Soviets. This congress is made 
up of delegates from the urban soviets at the rate of one delegate 
for every 25,000 industrial workers, and from the provincial (gu- 
berni) soviets at the ratio of one delegate for every 125,000 rural 
inhabitants. Regular sessions of the congress are held once a year; 
in the interval between sessions a Union Central Executive Com- 
mittee (TSIK), elected annually by the Congress, assumes the 
supreme legislative power. It meets every three months and sits 
for a fortnight. This executive committee is a large body, con- 
taining about four hundred members who sit in two chambers. 
One chamber is chosen to represent each of the seven constituent 
republics on a basis of their respective populations; the other is 
supposed to represent the various racial groups in the Union on 
a basis of equality. One is called the Soviet of the Union; the other 
is known as the Soviet of Nationalities. The executive committee 
maintains a Presidium, or steering committee of twenty-one 
members chosen by itself, and this body handles many matters 
of current business. It is also supposed to act as the supreme 
legislative authority and to control the commissars (see the next 
paragraph) when the executive committee is not in session. 

The executive power rests in the hands of a cabinet, or Union 
Council of Commissars, as it is called. This body of fifteen com- 
ir.^ ars is elected by the executive committee and is responsible 
^ j only to the latter but to the Union Congress as well. One 
commissar is president and four are rated as vice-presidents. 
But each commissar (except the president) is the head of an ad- 
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ministrative department sueh as foreign affairs, war and marine, 
foreign trade, transport, labor, food, and finance. The decrees 
and regulations of this Council of Commissars are binding on all 
members of the Union and are to be executed without delay in 
their respective territories. Within this council there has developed 
a small Sovarkom, or inner cabinet, headed by Joseph Stalin, 
the President of the council. This small group, with an interlock- 
ing body known as the Politbureau dominates the whole adminis- 
tration. 

The Union constitution transferred wide powers to the foregoing 
authorities, including the control of treaties and foreign affairs, 
the right to declare war and to make peace, to conclude foreign 
loans, regulate foreign trade, to make contracts of concession, to 
regulate railroads, posts and telegraphs, to control the military 
establishment, to establish a uniform currenc}^ and credit system 
for the Union, also a uniform system of taxation, and to standard- 
ize the system of weights and measures. The Union authorities 
were also empowered to ^Uay down general principles to be fol- 
lowed by the constituent republics in the matter of civil and crim- 
inal law, judicial procedure, labor legislation, and schools. Finally, 
they were given the right to veto any law or decree of a constituent 
republic if in conflict with the treaty and constitution of 1922 . 
This constitution is the supreme law of the land. 

The formation of the Union did not abrogate the constitutions 
of these seven constituent republics. Each of these republics retains 
its own soviet organization of government, but this is substantially 
alike in all of them. Ostensibly the vSeven republics are autonomous, 
but they have in fact very little power except to carry out the 
orders which come from the Union government at Moscow. Within 
the bounds of general policy laid down by the latter the govern- 
ments of the component republics have authority over various 
local matters, such as education, health, social insurance, the 
administration of justice in the lowest courts, and the encourage- 
ment of agriculture. Most of this authority is exercised in each of 
the republics, by its own council of commissars. 

Glance over the chart on the next page. It will be noted that 
at the bottom of the structure are, first, the groups of workers 
in the factories and shops of the cities and, second, the groups 
of peasants in the villages and rural communities. These groups 
(in each factory and each village) choose a local council or soviet. 
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If the factories or villages are very small, several of them combine 
to elect a delegate. The whole scheme of soviet government begins 
with these local soviets, which number many thousands through- 
out the Union. Everything else is pyramided upon them. 

The local soviets then elect delegates to higher bodies. The 
village or rural soviets send delegates to a district congress of 
soviets; all the districts in a county send delegates to a county 
congress, and all the county congresses in a region send delegates 
to a regional congress. The urban soviets, on the other hand, send 
delegates directly to four higher bodies — to a regional congress 
of soviets above mentioned, to a congress of the province in which 
the city is located, to the congress of soviets of the constituent 
republics, and to the Union Congress of Soviets. The rural soviets 
do not obtain direct representation in the two last-named con- 
gresses, but are indirectly represented by delegates from the provin- 
cial congresses and in some cases from the regional congresses also. 

Thus it will be seen that representation is not in proportion 
to population nor is it equally direct in the case of urban and rural 
voters. The ratio is heavily in favor of the urban industrial popula- 
tion and their representation is more effective because of its direct- 
ness. This partiality is shown because the factory workers are 
deemed to be real proletarians and hence more loyal in their 
allegiance to the new order. The representation of the towns, it 
will also be noted, is fixed in terms oi voters while that of the rural 
communities is set in terms of inhabitants, which is merely an 
ingenious attempt to mask the favoritism. 

Now there are several other noteworthy features in this scheme 
of soviet governn^ent. In the first place Russia is ostensibly a re- 
public made up of seven federated republics, among which Russia 
proper (RSSR) is larger and more populous than all the others 
put together. It covers nine-tenths of the Union area and con- 
tains two-thirds of the population. Consequently it dominates 
the whole federation. The government of the Union, in fact, is 
little more than a device whereby the government of Russia 
proper can fully control the affairs of the subsidiary republics while 
according them a gesture in the way of autonomy, virtually the 
same men govern Russia proper and the Union. 

In the second place there is no separation of powers in the soviet 
scheme of government, — no system of checks and balances. 
Legislative and executive powers are combined, and to some extent 
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judicial power is thrown in for good measure. The same authorities 
prepare the laws and decrees, issue them, apply them, interpret 
them, and sometimes order people punished for violating them. 
As a matter of fact there is no separation between government and 
party. The Communist party is the government. Its leaders are 
the commissars and it is the commissars who have the power. 

But the third outstanding feature of Russian government (by 
far the most interesting one) is the basis upon which representa- 
tion is accorded. In England, France, Germany, and the United 
States the people are asked to choose their representatives on a 
geographical basis, that is, the voters of a ward, county, arrondisse- 
ment, constituency, or district are given the right to elect the 
members of the lawmaking body. No matter what their vocation, 
all the voters who reside in a designated area vote together. Thus 
a member of Congress, in the United States, may represent a dis- 
trict in which there are farmers, industrial workers, miners, rail- 
road operatives, professional men, shopkeepers, truck drivers, and 
all the rest. He represents them as so many units of population, 
without regard to their varied circumstances or conditions of daily 
life. The American theory is that a voter’s interests are affected 
by the place where he lives rather than by the vocation in which 
he is engaged. In other words the geographical system of repre- 
sentation assumes that locality- consciousness is more important 
than class-consciousness. Hence a lawyer is deemed to be a fit and 
proper representative of shopkeepers or farmers if he resides in the 
same congressional district with them; but a farmer or a shop- 
keeper is not regarded as eligible to represent them if he lives out- 
side the district. 

The soviet system attempts to establish a vocational basis of 
representation. It is true, of course, that geographical areas are 
also used but this is merely to make the vocational basis workable. 
People of different employments vote separately— miners in one 
group, iron-workers in another, soldiers in a third, peasants in a 
fourth, and so on. Each group chooses representatives from its 
own class. A miner or an iron-worker in the Union Congress does 
not represent Kiev, or Odessa, or Minsk, or the city from which 
he happens to come; he represents a class of people, irrespective 
of their residence. This, at any rate, is the soviet theory of repre- 
sentation. It is, according to its apologists, “an unmeasurably 
better form of representation” than the world has ever tried before, 
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for it represents ‘'real groups with a common purpose/’ in con- 
trast with geographical districts which are declared to be “nothing 
but meaningless conglomerations,” 

As a theory there is something to be said for it. The geograph- 
ical basis of representation is defective because it leaves out of 
account the fact that every voter belongs to a class or group, and 
is not merely a resident of a district. His class allegiance may be 
far stronger than his allegiance to the locality. Very often it is. 
Business men, wage-earners, farmers, professional men — they do 
not overlook the best interests of their own economic and social 
fellowship. There is no essential bond between two voters of dif- 
ferent occupations for the mere reason that they happen to live in 
the same county. Neither can it always be taken for granted that 
men of the same occupation will think alike on questions of public 
policy. But on the whole it may fairly be argued that occupation 
forms a better basis in this respect than geography can hope to 
provide under present conditions of life. The change has been 
suggested, even in the United States. “It seems clear,” says one 
writer, “that if the United States is to have in Congress a truly 
representative national legislature, the existing system of repre- 
sentation must be changed so as to admit of the representation, not 
only of population, as now, but also of recognized occupations or 
professions.” ^ 

But there is another way of looking at the matter. Can the 
well-being of the whole people be best promoted by distributing 
political power according to channels through which the various 
classes derive their livelihood? The soviet theory of government 
is based upon the principle that a man’s occupation usually deter- 
mines his attitude oit questions of public policy. Perhaps that is 
true. But should it be allowed and encouraged to do so? In the 
United States we have gone on the principle that men are American 
citizens first, — miners or iron-workers afterwards. We have tried 
to maintain the doctrine that a man’s interest in the welfare of the 
nation as a whole should exceed his interest in any class or organiza- 
tion. The whole is greater than its parts. A congressman is elected 
by the voters of a district, but not merely to represent that dis- 
trict, He is paid from the national treasury by the whole people 
of the United States; he is the representative of the whole people. 

^ William Macdonald, A New Constitution for a New A7nerica (New York, 1921), 
p. 133. 
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It is our frequent complaint that he does not always think con- 
tinentally but is too much concerned, at times, with the interests 
of his own district. Now if he were elected by a class he would be 
in duty bound to represent that class, and it could not be urged 
upon him that his function is to serve the whole nation. The system 
would probably narrow the horizon of the representative to an 
even greater extent than our present arrangement does. 

Vocational representation is said to have abolished class war- 
fai’e in Russia, but it has done so by making a single class dominant 
over all the rest. A country can always extinguish class struggles, 
and indeed all other forms of internal conflict, by establishing a 
dictatorship. In Russia the arbitrary use of power on the part of 
the ruling class has paralyzed the ability of all other classes to put 
up any kind of struggle, however much they might desire to do it. 
Thus while economic interests are professedly the basis of the 
electoral system, and hence of the whole political structure, they 
are in fact subordinated to the exigencies of a governmental auto- 
cracy. 

A fourth conspicuous feature of the Russian political system 
is the long distance which separates the sovereign power from the 
people. In America the people directly choose both the execu- 
tive and legislative branches of their government.^ The President 
and Congress are only one degree removed from the voters. But 
in Russia they are several degrees removed. The Russian peasant, 
for example, elects his village soviet; this body sends representa- 
tives to the soviet of the district; and the latter elects delegates 
to a provincial congress. This provincial congress, in turn, is 
represented in the All-Russian Congress and in the Union Con- 
gress, both of which appoint central executive committees in their 
respective fields. Each executive committee then names a council 
of commissars whose president is the head of the government. 
Thus there are six or seven steps between the rural voter and the 
pinnacle of executive power. The distance is so great that vir- 
tually all responsibility of the commissars to the people is lost 
on the 'way. Ostensibly the whole people of Russia control their 
government. But they are required to exercise this control through 
a mechanism so attenuated that popular sovereignty becomes a 
pure fiction. 

^ In form, of course, the President is indirectly elected, but in fact the election is 
direct. 
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The nearest American analogy to the scheme of governmental 
organization and responsibility in Russia is the structure of Tam- 
many Hall in New York City. In fact one can fairly say that the 
Russian plan is merely the Tammany machine writ large, and with 
some extra gears and cogs thrown in. The Society of St. Tammany 
or Columbian Order professes to be a fraternal and benevolent 
association. It gives lip-service to the highest ideals, and inter- 
mittently carries these ideals into practice by befriending the 
poor. It also claims to be thoroughly democratic in its organi- 
zation, controlled from below and responsible to its people. This 
control, however, passes through a number of diluting agencies 
on its way from the bottom to the top. First of all, the Demo- 
cratic voters in the assembly districts of New York County elect 
delegates to a district general committee, one delegate for every 
twenty-five voters. The district committees are represented on 
the county committee which has an executive committee to do 
its work for it. This executive body is the chief Tammany organ 
but it does not necessarily control the boss although he frequently 
consults with it or with its individual members on questions of 
patronage and policj^ Thus the head figure of Tamman}^ is several 
steps removed from control by the rank and file of the party, 
which is just where he wants to be. 

Not all the governing machinery of Russia, moreover, has been 
outlined in the preceding pages. In addition to the soviets, con- 
gresses, committees, and councils of commissars, there are special 
commissions of all sorts, permanent and temporary, ordinary 
and extraordinary. These have been established at various times 
and for a variety of purposes; they have been abolished and re- 
vived, pushed up and pulled down; they have been allotted powers 
and functions which are so ill-defined that no one knows just 
where their jurisdiction begins or ends. Some of them have been 
given praetorian authority to make decrees, to enforce them, 
and even to condemn those who disobey their orders. Best known 
among these was the Cheka, an extraordinaiy commission for 
the suppression and punishment of offenses against the state, and 
particularly for the detection of attempts at counter-revolution. 
It had the power of life and death virtually without restraint. It 
investigated, tried, condemned, and executed through its own 
machinery. In 1922 the Cheka was abolished but a state depart- 
ment, the took its place, so that the administration of 
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punitive justice by extra-judicial authorities has not yet been 
brought to an end. The usual safeguards against judicial oppres- 
sion are still lacking in the case of persons accused of counter- 
revolutionary conduct. 

Each of the constituent republics in the Russian Union is sup- 
posed to have its own system of law and courts; but both the law 
and the judicial machinery are substantially the same in all of 
them. The supreme court of the USSR is the tribunal of last 
resoi't in all cases. There are lower courts, known as people’s 
courts, each with a judge and two assessors or jurors. Above these 
are the provincial courts each with several judges,^ The judges 
in all Russian courts except the supreme court hold office for one 
year and are appointed by the provincial authorities. The supreme 
court judges are chosen by the Union Central Executive Com- 
mittee, or in reality by its presidium. The assessors or jurors in 
the people’s, provincial, and supreme courts are called for six days’ 
duty each year from an approved list of citizens. There is no 
regular system of trial by jury in Russia. The two assessors are 
supposed to take the place of a jury. They and the judge decide 
by a majority of the three. 

Now someone may ask the question : Why doesn’t the maze of 
soviets, committees, congresses, commissions, and councils break 
down of its own sheer weight? Why doesn’t the whole system 
come to grief through conflicts and misunderstandings between 
the authorities of the Union and those of the seven republics, 
or between the latter and those of the provinces? The answer is 
to be found in the simple fact that one political party controls 
them all. Every public official in Russia, whatever his rank, is a 
member of the Communist party, and this party, through its Polit- 
bureau controls the whole mechanism of soviets, congresses, commit- 
tees, councils, and courts. Communists do not divide power with 
any who are not of their own faith. There is no ^Toyal opposition” 
in Russia. Anyone who opposes the Communist party is counter- 
revolutionary” and disloyal. So, when disputes or conflicts arise 
they are settled within the party’s own ranks. They are party 
issues, not political issues. This domination of all geographical 
areas and all branches of the government by one political party, 
which brooks no opposition, is the key to the marvellous cohesion. 

^ There are also various special courts such as labor courts, courts of arbitration, 
military tribunals, disciplinary courts, and so on. 
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When Leon Trotsky disagreed with Stalin, the president of the 
council of commissars, he was not allowed to rally an opposition 
party around himself* He went promptly into exile. So with Rykov 
and all the other dissenters. When they disagree with the leaders of 
the Communist party they become enemies of the state. 

The Communists form a small minority of the Russian people, 
but they are well organized. The party membership is grouped, 
first of all into ^^cells,’’ of which there is one in each village and 
factory. Each cell sends a delegate to a party congress which elects 
a central committee, and this, in turn, appoints a political bureau 
(Politbureaii) to guide the party activities. Most of the higlier offices 
in both the government and the party are held by the same persons. 
Party discipline is strict and anyone subject to even slight suspicion 
is expelled from the organization. No one can become a member 
except after a probationary period during which his attitude and 
activities are closely watched. 

The Russian constitution of 1918 declares with a flourisli that 
it recognizes ^'the equal rights of all citizens’’ but it goes on to 
stipulate, in the very next paragraph, that no citizen may claim 
any privilege which might be used to the detriment of the socialist 
revolution.^ For this reason the constitution does not incorporate 
any bill of rights. The Russian citizen has no rights against the 
state. As in fascist Italy, the state is the end; the individual citi- 
zen is only a means. But in Russia, by contrast with Italjr, it is 
the workers and not the whole people who constitute the state. 
Thus the political philosophy of individualism is reversed. Free- 
dom of the press, and of speech, as the rest of the world under- 
stands such freedom, is not reconcilable with this basic theory of 
Russian government. Such freedom is tolerable only insofar as 
it conduces to the strengthening of the new order. All this is 
logical enough, for if the chief end of man is to glorify the com- 
munist state and to help maintain a certain form of government, 
then the citizen can have no liberties that run counter to the 
attainment of these ends. 

The Russian Revolution, when the Bolsheviks took hold of it 
in November, 1917, became an economic revolution. It aimed to 
abolish individualism and to establish a communistic state — to 
place control of all power, wealth, and property in the hands of 
the proletariate. The constitution of 1918 abolished private prop- 

^ Article ii, sections 22-23. 
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erty in land and declared every foot of Russian soil to be the 
patrimony of the state. It added that this nationalized land was 
to be apportioned among agriculturists ^Tn the measure of each 
man’s ability to cultivate it.” This constitution went farther and de- 
clared the nationalization of ^^all forests, all treasures of the earth, 
all waters of general utility, and all equipment, whether animate 
or inanimate.” Such a declaration merely recognized a fait ac- 
compli, for the peasants had already driven out their landlords and 
taken the land. The government, although declaring the land to be 
state property, did not attempt to dispossess the peasants but 
allowed them to use the land as though they were the legal owners. 
For all practical purposes the peasant still owns his land. His 
children can inherit it, but he cannot sell it, at least he cannot 
give a valid deed to anyone else. 

Meanwhile, in the cities, the owners of factories were ousted 
wherever they refused to accept the decrees of nationalization. 
Commissars, appointed by the government, were put in charge of 
the industries, but these officials were expected to manage them 
in harmony with the wishes of the workers who functioned through 
workers’ councils or soviets, one for each factory. The workers 
were paid in scrip which entitled them to obtain food and sup- 
plies from government depots, for all private stores and all private 
trading were declared to be abolished. But this plan did not prove 
successful. The production of the factories declined, in part be- 
cause the workers were now their own masters and could not be 
subjected to any effective discipline; in part because they were 
underfed and unable to work at fuU efficiency; in part, also, be- 
cause the only people who could manage the technique of industrial 
production had been put out of the way. 

The factories, moreover, found it impossible to get enough 
raw material. The government, as it turned out, was not able to 
provide this material nor could it supply enough food for the 
workers at its various depots, hence the whole population of the 
cities had to be placed on short rations. The peasants would not 
supply the industrial centers with foodstuffs unless the cities would 
guarantee, in turn, to provide the rural districts with manufac- 
tured products, and this, under the existing conditions, they were 
unable to do. 

Production fell off alarmingly and the communistic basis of 
industry had to be modified. In 1921 the government decided to 
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restore private managemeiit of industry and private trading to a 
limited extent. This new economic policy (commonly known as 
NEP) permitted individuals and groups of individuals to own 
and operate workshops and factories, especially small establish- 
ments, on the stipulation that the government be given a share 
in the ownership. It allowed shops and stores to be opened under 
government license. It even invited foreign capitalists to come 
and manufacture or trade under concessions. Here lyas a curious 
intermingling of state capitalism and private capitalism. The 
Bolshevik leaders frankly admitted that communism had been 
applied on too extensive a scale and that there \¥as no alternative 
but a partial restoration of private enterprise until the industrial 
life of the country could be stabilized. Thereafter, it was hoped, 
communism would once more spread itself over the whole field of 
industry, by easy stages. 

Under the spur of the new economic polic}^ both agriculture 
and industry revived. Farmers began to rent land and to employ 
hired laborers. Soon a class of employer-farmers, or kulaks, arose. 
Industrial production went forward into higher figures. But the 
communist leaders soon became alarmed at the progress which 
“capitalism^’ seemed to be making under the NEP, and a reaction 
was presently inaugurated. The taxation of semi-private industrial 
establishments was made more burdensome. Beginning in 1924 
the pressure in this and other ways became so rigorous that most 
of the “Nep-men” were driven out of business. The agricultural 
kulaks were also assailed in various ways and in 1928 the govern- 
ment devised what is known as the Five- Year-Plan, a scheme 
which aims to replace kulak farming by collective agriculture 
entirely and thus by gradual stages to increase the production of 
the land. The Five-Year-Plan also envisages a stimulated growth 
of Russian industry such as would make the countiy independent of 
foreign products and even an industrial exporter by 1933. Mean- 
while, in order to facilitate this plan, the people are being required 
to undergo great sacrifices. 

In connection with its economic policies, both old and new, 
the Russian government has endeavored to stabilize the currency 
and to provide systems of banking and credit. During the Revolu- 
tion and immediately after it the old rouble became virtually 
worthless. It disappeared and a new standard of values known as 
the chervonetz took its place. The new paper notes are backed by 
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a gold reserve, but this reserve is not adequate and the chervonets 
is still below par in terms of other European currency. A national 
Russian bank was also established, with many branches. This 
institution has been supplemented by various other banks— 
agricultural, cooperative, industrial, savings, municipal, and so on. 

The revenues of the soviet government have been chiefly de- 
rived from taxes on land and on business. By the Revolution the 
peasants got rid of landlords and rent; but only to find these 
replaced by commissars and taxation. The shopkeepers and others 
who have been allowed to operate at all are heavily assessed. But 
even with high taxes the government has not been able to finance 
itself without borrowing extensively. The old Tsarist national debt 
was repudiated, but in its place has arisen a new state debt of huge 
proportions, the result of successive internal loans which have been 
floated by using various kinds of political pressure and economic 
inducements. 

The economic future of Russia is still clouded by much uncer- 
tainty. This is because of its dependence upon political exigencies. 
The arbitrary and uncertain use of political authority during the 
past ten j^ears has quite destroyed the factor of confidence which 
is the basis of all sound economic organization and growth. For a 
brief season the private trader is encouraged; then, when he shows 
signs of prosperity, he is taxed out of the picture. Foreign capital 
is coaxed to come into the country by promises of concessions and 
then, when it arrives, is subjected to all kinds of hampering re- 
strictions and annoyances. Private credit institutions are per- 
mitted to operate for a year or two; then they are told to close 
their doors. This instability of governmental attitude has been a 
serious barrier to industrial progress. In 1926 most observers 
would have agreed that Russia had definitely entered upon a phase 
of agricultural and industrial stabilization. Her economic prog- 
ress under the new economic policy was notable. But within a 
couple of years a ^'swing to the Left’^ had altered the whole situ- 
ation. As to what the next move will be any man’s guess is as 
good as another’s. 

Under the old regime the Russian Orthodox Church had ac- 
quired great wealth and was exercising a profound influence in 
all parts of the country. After the Revolution the soviet govern- 
ment promptly ^^nationalized” all the wealth of the Church and 
flep.reed tha.t no ecclesiastical organization would be permitted to 
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own property of any kind. Even the churches became state build- 
ings and in' many cases were turned into schools or secular meeting 
■places. But wherever twenty or more ''comrades'' desired to use 
a church for religious worship they were accorded this right. By 
various decrees during the past half dozen years the soviet rulers 
have disclosed their antipathy to religion of any form. In their 
public utterances they have stigmatized religion as an "opiate 
administered to the people." Accordingly, the complete separation 
of church and state has been effected, and all religious iiistriiction 
has been excluded from the schools. 

In contemporary discussions of Russian affairs, and particularly 
of communist propaganda, one frequently encounters mention 
of the Third Internationale. Wliat is it? Kaii Marx, the founder 
of Marxian socialism, organized in 1864 the first International 
Working Men's Association, which became known on the conti- 
nent as the First Internationale. His idea was to bring together, 
in one giant representative organization, the socialist comrades 
of all nationalities. It held several congresses but the collapse of 
the Paris commune, which the First Internationale had fervently 
supported, led to its disruption and in 1876 it was formally dis- 
solved. In 1889, however, a Second Internationale was organized 
at Paris, and between this date and the outbreak of the world war 
seven further congresses were held, with delegates from the socialist 
organizations of all countries. At the Paris Congress of 1900 an in- 
ternational socialist bureau was created with certain propagandist 
functions. The outbreak of the world war in 1914 split the socialist 
organizations of the various countries and completely disiTipteclthe 
Second Internationale but it was finally reconstructed by the more 
conservative labor and socialist elements in 1919. The more radical 
socialists, however, would not come back into the organization; in- 
stead they convened at Moscow and under the leadership of the 
Russian Communist party organized the Third Internationale. This 
body is ostensibly representative of communist organizations in all 
the chief countries of the world, but its headquarters are in Moscow 
and it is largely under the domination of the Russian Communist 
party. Its aim is to "unite the efforts of all revolutionary parties 
of the world-proletariate and thus to facilitate a communist revolu- 
tion on a world-wide basis." It is heavily subsidized by the Rus- 
sian government and is the chief vehicle through which the foreign 
propaganda of the Communist party is carried on. 
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This foreign propaganda has had its cycles of vigor and slack- 
ness. During the first few years after the Revolution the Com- 
munist leaders hoped and expected that they could stir up the 
workers and cause proletarian uprisings in other countries. But 
the world revolution failed to materialize and with the inaugura- 
tion of the new economic policy at home the soviet government 
executed a right-about-face in its foreign relations. It began to 
seek diplomatic recognition from capitalist countries and to nego- 
tiate trade treaties with bourgeois nations despite its ostensible 
animosity to all such intercourse. It even commenced some pour- 
parlers in the hope of making a compromise with Russians for- 
eign creditors whose Tsarist bonds had been repudiated. The 
efforts to secure recognition and a resumption of trade met with 
some success in Great Britain, France, and Germany; but the debt 
negotiations came to nought and in 1927 Great Britain severed 
her diplomatic relations because of continued Russian propa- 
ganda. All attempts to secure recognition by the United States 
have failed. The American government has consistently declared 
that there will be no such recognition until Russia is ready to 
observe the essential conditions of international intercourse, to 
assume liability for her national debt, and refrain from attempting 
to subvert the institutions of democracy in other countries. 

Writers have been fond of comparing the Russian Revolution 
of the twentieth century with the French Revolution of the eight- 
eenth. There are some striking similarities, — and also some notable 
contrasts. Both were uprisings against a despotism which had 
become honeycombed with inefficiency and corruption. Both 
began in the capital city by storming the prison, ousting the gov- 
ernment, and placing the monarch under surveillance. In both 
revolutions he was later put to death. In both countries the revo- 
lution became more radical as it ran its earlier course, and then 
reacted in its later stages. Both revolutions inaugurated a Red Ter- 
ror for the upper classes, abolished the state Church, harried the no- 
bility out of the countr}?', gave the land to the peasants, and issued 
floods of paper currency until the country fairly wallowed in it. 

But the French Revolution came when France was at peace and 
had been for six years. In Russia the revolution occurred in the 
middle of a world war, with the country badly exhausted. The 
revolution took France into a war; it took Russia out of one. Eco- 
nomic conditions, moreover, were widely different in the two great 
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upheavals. France, in 1789, had only one large city. Outside 
Paris' there' was no industrial population in the modern sense. 
The only proletariate in France at that time (outside Paris) was 
the peasantry. But Russia, in 1917, had man3r industrial cities 
which had become dependent upon the rural districts for food 
and for the raw materials of industry. France, in 1789, had no 
system of railroad transportation; one section of the country was 
not dependent on the rest. In Russia, on the other hand, the 
economic system had become (to a degree at least) based upon the 
facilities for transport, and these broke down. 

Finally, and most important, the leaders of the French Revo- 
lution had no clear ideas as to what they Tranted in the i?ay of 
economic reconstruction. They had no Marxian philosophy to 
serve as their guide. Hence they did not trj^ to change the existing 
economic system from top to bottom by shifting it to a strictly 
communist basis. The French Revolution was chiefly directed 
against the privileged orders — the nobility, the ecclesiastical 
hierarchy, the rich and powerful. The Russian Revolution did not 
rest content with striking at these groups but went after the 
bourgeoisie as well. That is why wuiters speak of the French Revo- 
lution as primarily political, but designate the Russian Revolu- 
tion as a social and economic overturn. Possibly the}'* overempha- 
size this contrast. 

It is as yet too early to determine whether the w^orld will find 
much similarity between these two great upheavals in their later 
stages. The French Revolution produced a Napoleon who even- 
tually made himself master of the government and abolished the 
Republic. He restored the Church, reestablished the nobility, 
and set up in France a government more iiighty centralized than 
was that of the Bourbons before 1789. From the outbreak of the 
French Revolution to the height of the reaction an interval of 
about a dozen years elapsed. It remains to be seen whether Russia, 
as time goes on, will gravitate in the same direction. Will the Five- 
Year-Plan succeed? Or will there be a gradual drift to the usual 
type of popular government, to a unified executive, to individ- 
ualism, and to a stabilized economic life? 


Alfred Rambaud^s History of Russia (3 vols., London, 1913) is a good 
source of information on early Russian political development. A more 
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recent work is G. Vernadsky’s History of Russia (New Haven, 1929). 
James Mayor’s Economic History of (2nd edition, London, 1925) 

is a comprehensive book in its field. Events immediately preceding the 
revolution are explained in A. Maydendorii's Background of the Russian 
Revolution (New York, 1929); also in Baron Korff’s Autocracy a7id Revolu- 
tion in Russia (New York, 1923). A volume by P. P. Gronsky and N. J. 
Astrov entitled The War and the Russian Government (London, 1929) shows 
lioiv the military mismanagement hastened the political collapse. 

An English translation of the Russian constitution of July 10, 1918, is 
printed in H. L. McBain and Lindsay Rogers, The New Constitutions of 
Etirope (New York, 1920), pp. 376-400. See also Andrew Rothstein, 
The Soviet Co7istitution (Londoxif 1923), md Soviet Russia (London, 1924). 
This last-named publication contains a translation of the constitution of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (July 6, 1923). 

Many books on all phases of Russian politics and economic conditions 
have appeared during the past few years. It is impracticable to give more 
than a very small selection from this formidable mass of literature. There 
are good chapters on the old and the new Russian government in Malbone 
W. Graham’s New Governments of Eastern Europe (New York, 1927). 
Maurice Dobb, Russian Ecoiiomic Development since the Revolution (Lon- 
don, 1928); Edward A. Ross, The Russian Soviet Republic (New York, 
1923) ; Stuart Chase, Soviet Russia in the Second Decade (London, 1929); 
Ivy Lee, Present-Day Russia (New York, 1928); A. L. P. Dennis, The 
Foreign Policies of Soviet Rmsia (New York, 1926) ; A. Yugofi, Economic 
Tre^ids in Soviet Russia (New York, 1930) ; S. N. Harper, Cmc Training 
in Soviet Russia (Chicago, 1929) ; and W. H. Chamberlin, Soviet Russia 
(Boston, 1930) are all useful and interesting books. Most of them have 
bibliographical lists. Attention should also be called to the Soviet Union 
Fear Roo/c which is published annually in London. 

For a chronological narration of events in Russia since the outbreak of 
the world war the reader may be referred to F. L. Benns, Europe Since 
1914 (New York, 1930), chaps, iii, xvii, xviii, with good bibliographies in 
the appendix. 
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CHAPTER XL 

AUSTRIA, HUNGARY, AND THE SUCCESSION STATES 

The Hapsburg empire was a governmental system, not a nation, and after the 
rise of the principle of nationality in the nineteenth century it had held to- 
gether against powerful currents of disintegration because the riiliiig classes 
of its various elements believed their prosperity and security were better 
guaranteed by remaining in the empire than by separating from it. —If. A. 
Gibbons, 

The history of those regions which are now included in x^ustria, 
Hungary, and the succession states (Poland, Czechoslovakia, Jugo- 
slavia, and Rumania) is full of complications. Austria was a part 
of the Holy Roman Empire during the later middle ages, and at 
times the dominating factor in that loose aggregation. ‘ Her unity 
and strength enabled the Austrians to extend their sway over the 
bordering states, and in the early part of the sixteenth century both 
Bohemia and Hungary came into the Hapsburg orbit, further 
extensions were made during the next two hundred years, and 
although Silesia was lost to Prussia in 1750 the Austrian emperors 
continued to dominate the politics of Central Europe down to the 
time of the French Revolution and even thereafter. 

Austria emerged from the Napoleonic period with more territory 
than she had when the wars began. At the Congress of Vienna she 
was given nearly all that she asked for. The Hapsburgs gave up 
some territory, it is true; but the}-" were well indemnified by being 
given rich provinces in Northern Italy. This made their empire 
more compact, and more populous than it had ever been. But 
the Austria of 1815 was not racially homogeneous. On the con- 
trary she was a veritable maze of nationalities, including not only 
Austria proper, but Bohemia, Hungary, Transylvania, Croatia- 
Slavonia, and the Italian provinces. This meant that the House of 
Hapsburg ruled a composite of Germans, Hungarians (Magyars), 
Croats, Slovenes, and Italians, none of whom had any close affinity 
with the others. If ever there was a political entity which defied 
the principles of racial self-determination it was Austria as the 
Congress of Vienna left her. 
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To outward appearance, however, Austria was a Germanic 
empire. Her ruling dynasty was German. Her capital, Vienna, 
was a city of people who spoke the German language. And Austria, 
as will be remembered, was a member of the old German confedera- 
tion whose congress wrangled itself into oblivion during the middle 
decades of the nineteenth century. Yet the German Austrians 
formed a minority of the population, a very decisive minority. 
They were far outnumbered by Slavs and Hungarians, neverthe- 
less they insisted upon controlling the government and to a large 
extent were successful in doing so by confining political power to 
the hands of a ruling class and thus thwarting the rise of democratic 
institutions. Absolutism in government, feudalism in society, 
special privileges for the favored few, oppression and misery for 
the unfavored many — such was the condition of Austria after 
1815. 

Great wars, as has been said, are almost invariably followed 
by a swing to the Right, and the titanic struggle which ended at 
Waterloo inaugurated an era of conservatism in every European 
country. In Austria the reaction went farther than anywhere else, 
with the possible exception of Russia. The emperor ruled as an 
absolute sovereign through ministers who were responsible to him 
alone. The great Austrian minister of this era was Count Met- 
ternich, who made it his life-long task to crush liberalism and 
democracy wherever they appeared. He was a Bourbon in every- 
thing but name, a man of the status quo, who regarded all new ideas 
as bad ones. There have been such in all ages — but not many of 
them have managed to govern thirty million people for nearly 
forty years, as Metternich did. 

During Metternich^s ascendancy all political life among the 
Austrian people remained moribund. There was a vigilant censor- 
ship over everything that smacked of popular liberty. No freedom 
of the press, of speech, or of public meeting, was tolerated. But 
although Metternich could imprison men he could not incarcerate 
the progressive political ideas which gained vogue everywhere 
as the nineteenth century wore on. The spirit of nationalism, the 
desire of races to secure a larger share in the guidance of their own 
political destinies, began to show itself in Bohemia, in Hungary, 
and in the Italian provinces. It found leadership in such men as 
Palacky, Kossuth, Deak, and Gavour. Unrest and expectancy 
surcharged the air. Peasants and workers had grown tired of the 
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old order and were beginning to demand a new world .of tlieir own 
making. The seeds of a political upheaval were germinating rapidly 
in the Hapsburg empire when the great reform, wave of 1848 swept 
across the face of Europe. Neither Alps nor' Carpathians proved 
tall enough to stem its force. 

, The convulsions of, 1848 began on the Seine but soon made their 
way to the Danube. Riots broke out in Vienna, Metteriiichj after 
thirty-nine years of power, ■ was forced to flee. Hungary virtually 
declared her independence and adopted a series of laws which 
modernized the Hungarian government. Bohemia came forward, 
with an ultimatum which demanded all sorts of reforms. And the 
Italian provinces,, as has . already been mentioned, attempted to 
shake off the Austrian yoke.^ The government found revolutions 
,under, way in all directions. In its hysterical endeavor to conserve 
the unity of the Danubian state it made one great concession after 
another, but to little avail. The conflagration spread with mar- 
vellous rapidity and in this welter of disintegration it seemed for a 
time as though the empire would be torn into a dozen fragments. 

Yet that was not what happened. ' The^ various races had common 
grievances but they could not unite against a common oppressor, 
hence the government was able to crush the uprisings one by one. 
Bohemia was subdued; the Italian provinces were recovered: and 
Hungary (with the aid of Russia) was crushed under the iron heel 
Thus Austria came through her great emergency in triumph, and 
almost by miracle as it seemed. By the end of 1849 she was more 
than ever in a position to impose her will upon this congeries of 
states and races. And for a time she did it without scruples or 
leniency. The concessions were revoked and absolutism once more 
took the saddle. But not for long, because the war of 1859 disclosed 
the weakness of the whole imperial fabric and made imperative the 
strengthening of it by some form of practical reconstruction. 
Austria, it was clear, could not remain a great power without weld- 
ing her various races more closely together. 

There were two alternatives— federation or centralization. The 
various parts of the empire could be given a measure of autonomy 
and yet be linked up by a federal government representing them 
all. Or, the entire governmental authority might be centralized in 
Vienna but put on a liberal basis. Ultimately the emperor decided 
for centralization and in 1861 promulgated the first imperial con- 

^ Above, p. 681. 
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stitution with provision for a representative parliament. But 
Hungary declined to participate in the new government and this 
constitution had to be superseded by a new one in 1867. In the 
same year an agreement known as the Ausgleich was made with 
Hungary and this agreement virtually conceded the Hungarian 
demand for recognition as an equal partner in the empire. 

The constitution and agreement of 1867 established a new form 
of state, a dual monarchy or joint kingdom. Austria-Hungary now 
became neither a federal nor a unitary empire but a dualism. Both 
kingdoms were recognized as fundamentally independent, each 
with its own constitution, parliament, ministry, and courts. Each 
was entitled to govern itself, as respects internal affairs, without 
any interference from the other. Yet they became equal partners 
in a joint enterprise— with the same monarch, a common flag, a 
common citizenship, and a channel of common action by means of 
joint delegations. This arrangement constituted more than a 
personal union (as was that of England and Scotland in the seven- 
teenth century), but less than a federation. It was a contribution 
to the world^s museum of political curiosities. 

The government of this dual monarchy, from 1867 to its disso- 
lution after the military collapse of 1918, rested upon three con- 
stitutions — if such they can be called. First was the Austrian 
constitution of 1867, a series of five organic laws known as the 
Staatsgrundgesetze.'^ Second was the constitution of Hungary. 
This Hungarian constitution was not a single document, nor yet a 
series of organic laws promulgated on the same day, but a string 
of decrees and enactments dating from the Golden Bull of 1222 
down to the year 1867.^ And, finally, there was the Ausgleich or 
law of partnership which in the latter year determined the future 
relations of the twm states. 

In Austria the constitution recognized the emperor as the hered- 
itary chief executive.^ Provision was made for a ministry, ap- 

^ These five organic laws were all promulgated on the same day (December 21, 
1867) and might just as well have been combined into a unified constitution. Pro- 
vision was made that they could be changed by a two-thirds vote of both Houses. 
The test of the Staaisgrundgcactze may be found in Lowell’s Qovernments and Parties 
(Boston, 1897), Vol. II, pp. 378-404. 

2 Later supplemented by the Law of 1874 on the Table of Deputies (see W. F. 
Dodd’s Modern Constitutions Vol. I, p. 105) , and the Law of l885 altering the or- 
ganization of the Table of Magnates. 

Francis Joseph was emperor in 1867. He continued in this post until the middle 
of the world war (1916) when he died and was succeeded by his nephew Karl, who 
found himself deposed in 1918. 
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pointed by the emperor. The Austrian constitutional laws. of 1867 
stipulated that all official acts of, the emperor should be counter- 
signed' by a minister, but they did not expressly prescribe that 
the minister should be responsible to parliament. In due course 
the outward forms of ministerial responsibility developed, but 
the principle never acquired much vitality because the clash of 
factions in the Austrian parliament made it easy for the emperor 
to hold the balance of power and thus to choose ministers at his 
own discretion. These ministers, with a vast bureaucracy of 
subordinates under them, served as the real forces in Austrian 
government dui’ing the old regime. 

The constitutional laws of 1867 gave Austria a parliament of 
two chambers — a House of Lords (Herreiihaus) and a House of 
Representatives (Abgeordnetenhaus). The former was made up 
of certain hereditary peers, archbishops, and an element of life 
members appointed by the emperor. This last-named group 
steadily increased in size until it became a very important factor in 
the upper House. The . representative chamber was at first made 
up of members chosen by the provincial legislatures of Austria, 
but this plan was soon found unworkable and in a few years the 
organic law was amended to provide for the election of members 
by the people. But not on a basis of equal suffrage, for the voters 
were divided into five classes, chiefly according to the amount of 
taxes paid by them, and each class was given a definite number 
of representatives.^ This cumbrous five-class system of voting 
continued until 1907 when it was replaced by a plan of equal 
and direct manhood suffrage. A redistribution of seats was also 
made in the same year. 

Ostensibly the powers of the two Houses were the same, except 
that all financial measures and all bills affecting compulsory mili- 
tary service had to originate in the House of Representatives. 
The assent of both chambers was necessary for the enactment of 
laws, but when they disagreed on any financial measure the lower 
figures were deemed to be adopted. If the Austrian parliament 
happened to be in recess it was provided that the emperor, with 
the advice of his ministers, might enact emergency laws (other 
than financial measures), with the understanding that all such 

^ Four classes were created by law in 1S73; a fifth class of “general voters “ was 
added in 1896. This fifth class, however, elected only a small minority of the mem- 
bers. 
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emergency legislation must be submitted to parliament when it 
reconvened. The ministers might be interpellated in either House 
but this procedure amounted to little because they were not under 
obligation either to resign or to modify their policy when parlia- 
ment failed to record its confidence after an interpellation. The 
ministers merely played one parliamentary group against another^ 
making reluctant concessions here and there as the exigencies 
of the moment dictated. 

Thus Austria, before the war, had the forms of popular control 
without the usages which alone can make popular government a 
reality. The will of the emperor, as in Germany, was the domi- 
nating factor in all matters of public policy. His ministers were 
not always able to impose this will upon parliament, but by one 
device or another they usually managed to do it. A vast, highly- 
professionalized corps of bureaucrats assisted in the work. These 
administrators possessed a wide range of authority and they exer- 
cised much of it in an arbitrary way, disregarding the inalienable 
rights of the citizen as we understand them. A rigid censorship 
and a close surveillance of all public gatherings was maintained by 
them, and to make the situation worse, there was a good deal of 
venality. On various occasions this corruption in the Austrian 
civil service was brought to light, but no general housecleaning 
followed. In a word, the old empire provided itself with a govern- 
ment of men, not of laws, and unhappily it was not always a gov- 
ernment of honest men. 

Hungary, from 1867 to 1918, was also governed by its own con- 
stitutional laws and decrees. The Austrian emperor was, ex- 
officio, chief of state in Hungary, with the title of apostolic king. 
At Budapest he had a ministry, chosen by himself, but here the 
ministers were not onljj^ in theory but in fact responsible to the 
Hungarian parliament. This true ministerial responsibility gained 
vogue in Hungary because the Magyars were adroitly able to con- 
trol a clear majority in both Houses and had a definite policy 
besides. The Hungarian parliament consisted of two chambers — 
a House of Magnates and a House of Deputies. The former was 
made up of hereditary and ex-officio members while the latter was 
an elective body. It did not rest on manhood suffrage, however, 
for there was a small tax-paying qualification. On the whole 
Hungary had a greater measure of popular government than her 
sister state. 
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In addition to the separate governments of Austria and Hun- 
gary, as thus briefly outlined, there was maintained a joint govern- 
ment, in,, skeleton form, as provided by the Aiisgleich of 1867. 
.Here the emperor-king stood at the head and directed such affairs 
as. .'had been prescribed as common for' the two partner-states.^ 
In. 'this work he was -assisted by three ministers (foreign affairs, 
war, and finance) and a -court of audit. These ministers, and audi- 
:tors were appointed by -himself. The Ausgleich did not provide 
for a federal parliament of any sort. Instead it stipulated that 
committees, or delegations from the parliaments of Austria and. 
Hungary .should be summoned every 3 ^ear. (alternately at Vienna 
and. at Budapest) to deliberate upon the granting of funds for' 
the joint enterprise, and for the determination of general po.liey 
within their .allotted sphere. The. two delegations, of sixty mem- 
bers each, chosen by 'their respective parliaments, did not sit 
■together but considered all matters separately and decided' them 
.by concurrence. If, however, .no agTeem.e.nt by concurrence proved 
possible, either delegation was entitled to demand a joint session 
and the matter was then decided by majority vote without any 
debate or discussion. 

..The jurisdiction of . this dual government .did not extend very 
far, ,'but it .dealt with vital matters as the event proved. Foreign 
affairs were managed in common, and not ■well nianaged as it 
turned out. Never has the world seen a more blazing display of 
diplomatic folly than was embodied in the Austrian ultimatum to 
Serbia and its immediate aftermath. National defense was also a 
common enterprise, with the emperor-king as the commander- 
in-chief and a minister of war exercising supervision over a mili- 
tary establishment in which Austrian and Hungarian units were 
embodied. How this bifurcated army acquitted itself in the war, 
and how the Germans had to stiffen it, every student of military 
history knows. Napoleon III once said, “Never go into partner- 
ship with a corpse.” That, as it turned out, is what the (Germans 
did in 1914. Finally, there was a joint budget, prepared by the 
minister of finance and voted by the two delegations. The neces- 
sary funds were not obtained by direct taxation under authority 
of the Ausgleich, but by the levy of customs duties and by calling 
upon the two countries for their apportionment quotas. In many 

^ Oa his accession he took two coroaation oaths, one at Vienna as Emperor of 
Austria, and another at Budaipest as Apostolic King of Hungary. 
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other matters (e.g., the monetary system, the control of the rail- 
ways and telegraphs), common action was secured by the passage 
of identical laws in the two countries and not by action of the 
delegations. 

This intricate and somewhat emasculated duality was a source 
of weakness from every point of view. It satisfied only the domi- 
nant racial elements in each state, the Germans in Austria and 
the Magyars in Hungary. The subordinate races were grievously 
disappointed, for what they wanted was a federal empire, such as 
Germany became in 1871, with a considerable measure of home 
rule for Bohemia, Croatia-Slavonia, Galicia, Ruthenia, and the 
rest.^ The dual empire was weakened by the irreconcilability of 
these nationalistic elements. It was also weakened, in its relations 
with the outside world, by the fact that two independent delegates 
had to be brought into unison on matters of foreign policy which, 
under the Ausgleich, they were able to control. Austria-Hungary, 
before the world war, was not held together by natural cohesive 
forces but by external pressure. Her existence as a duality seemed 
to be made imperative by the exigencies of the balance of power 
in Europe. Diplomats were in the habit of saying that if Austria- 
Hungary did not exist, Europe would have to create her. 

It was the foreign oflSce of this dual government that sent the 
ultimatum to, Serbia in 1914 and thus precipitated the world war. 
During the early stage of this conflict Austria-Hungary main- 
tained, outwardly at least, the semblance of complete harmony. 
All the rival races ceased their quarrels and threw their strength 
into the scale. But as the struggle continued, and as the hope of 
ultimate success disappeared, the symptoms of dissolution began 
to appear. Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, and Jugoslavs now came for- 
ward with demands for self-determination. In the early autumn 
of 1918 the emperor announced that Austria would become a 
federal state with local autonomy for all these races; but it was 
now too late. Hungary asserted that the Ausgleich was effective 
no more, and resumed freedom of action. One after another the 
various nationalities declared their independence and set up pro- 
visional governments. On the day of the German armistice, No- 
vember 11, 1918, the emperor withdrew from participation in 

^ The dual government also controlled, under a sort of protectorate, the admin- 
istration of Bosnia and Herzegovina, but in X 908 these provinces were annexed 
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public affairs and a self-constituted council of Social Democrats 
at once proclaimed a republic in wliat was left of Austria. A tern-' 
porary constitution was then promulgated, for German Austria, 
while Hungary and the other portions of the old dual empire were 
left to shift for themselves. 

From the ruins of the dual empire, In whole or in part, six new 
states have arisen — Austria, Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Jugoslavia, and Rumania. The new Austria contains only seven 
of the old provinces, and not all of these are intact because some 
portions were annexed to the other states.^ The population of this 
new Austrian republic is nearly seven millions, about one-fourth 
of the number that was included in the Austrian half of the dual 
empire before the war. Its boundaries were fixed by the Treaty 
of St. Germain and its new constitution, framed by an elective 
assembly, went into effect in 1920. 

Hungary, during the overturn of November, 1918, was also 
proclaimed a republic and for several months was ruled by a pro- 
visional government. Then, for a brief interlude, it was replaced 
by a soviet government which endeavored to establish a dictator- 
ship of the proletariate. With the aid of Rumanian troops, how- 
ever, this soviet administration was ousted and a national govern- 
ment restored. A national assembly was elected by universal 
suffrage in 1920, but it did not frame a new constitution. It merely 
enacted a few constitutional laws in the effort to adapt the an- 
cient constitution to the new order of affairs and declared Hungary 
to be a monarchy with the kingship in abeyance. Hence, in very 
considerable measure, the old constitution remains. Hungary 
lost a good deal of territory as the result of the w^ar. Her popula- 
tion is now eight millions, about half w’^hat it used to be. 

The new Poland is made up of territories wrested by treaty 
from three great pre-war empires— Austria, Germany, and Rus- 
sia. Down to the last quarter of the eighteenth century, as every- 
one knows, Poland was an independent monarchy with that 
strangest of all executive headships, an elective king. In the old 
Polish parliament, moreover, there was a rule that nothing could 
be done, no tax levied, no law enacted, save by unanimous consent. 
Every member of the parliament had an absolute veto. He had 
merely to rise and say, object/' whereupon a proposal could 

^ On the other hand, the territory of Burgenland, formerly a part of Hungaiy, 
is now largely incorporated in Austria. 



THE: SUCCESSION STATES : ; 795: 

go no further. He could even compel a dissolution of the parlia- 
ment by declining to attend its session. This absurd system en- 
gendered political stagnation, while the elective kingship, with 
its recurrent contested or indecisive elections, invited civil war 
and foreign aggression. The political history of Poland in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries is replete with lessons to 
the student of modern government. 

Poland had the misfortune to possess strong and avaricious 
neighbors. Frederick the Great of Prussia was particularly en- 
vious because some Polish territory which reached to the Baltic 
at Danzig intersected his own Prussian provinces. Austria and 
Russia were also casting lustful eyes upon the fertile Polish acres 
which lay contiguous to them. At any rate these three powers 
Joined their forces and in 1772 accomplished the first partition of 
the country. Poland was considerably reduced in size; her elective 
kingship became hereditary, and the veto liberum was abolished. 
A second partition followed in 1793 and two years later the last 
remnants of the old monarchy were divided up. Poland, as an 
independent state, disappeared from the map. During the next 
hundred years there were nationalist revolutions which attempted 
to regain for the people their right of self-determination, but in 
every case they were put down and the tripartite domination of 
Poland by alien powers continued until the world war. 

Proposals for the restoration of Poland were made from allied 
quarters during the course of the struggle, and after Americans 
entry into the war this restoration was included by President 
Wilson in his famous statement of aims, commonly known as the 
Fourteen Points.^ The victory of the allied and associated powers 
ensured the consummation of this design and in the settlements 
which followed the close of the war the territories which now form 
the Polish republic were consolidated, Meanwh on the collapse 
of the German and Austrian armies, a constituent assembly was 
called, and in due course a republican constitution was framed. 
The new Poland is made up of territories covering about the same 
area as California, with a population of about twenty-eight mil- 
lions. 

^ In 1914 the Grand Duke Nicholas on behalf of Russia promised the future liber- 
ation of the Poles, and in 1916 the German and Austrian emperors by a joint mani- 
festo, proclaimed the independence of Poland ; but these were meaningless gestures, 
because they neither determined Poland’s boundaries nor designated the form of 
government that the country should have. 
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Czechoslovakia,, the second of the succession states, includes 
the' ancient kingdom of Bohemia, with the territories of Moravia, 
Silesia, and Slovakia. Prior to the war Slovakia was part of Hun- 
gary ,v the others were within the old Austrian empire. This new 
republic is a landlocked peninsula about six hundred miles in 
length, thrust westward into the heart of Europe. It has about 
fourteen million people within its borders, two-thirds of whom are 
Czechs, and its total area roughly approximates that of New York 
State. The independence of the Czechoslovak republic wm pro- 
claimed during the toppling days that marked the close of the 
war, and a provisional constitution was put into force about a 
month later. This provisional document was supplanted by a 
permanent constitution in 1920. 

Unlike Czechoslovakia, the kingdom of Jugoslavia is only In 
part a succession state. Jugoslavia is the old Serbian monarchy, 
nearly trebled in size, and now officially known as the kingdom of 
the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. Serbia was for a long time under 
the control of Turkey, but like the other Balkan States achieved 
its independence (1878). Outside her own boundaries, however, 
there remained large Jugoslav elements, especially in Austria and 
Hungary, and it was the hope of the Serbian leaders that these 
might by some means be federated with herself into a Greater 
Serbia. This nationalist aspiration was the taproot of the ill-feeling 
between Belgrade and Vienna, for it could never be brought to 
fulfilment without a disruption of the existing Hapsburg empire. 

The allied victory gave the Jugoslavs their opportunity, and 
soon after the armistice they merged into a unified kingdom under 
a new name. When various boundary disputes had been settled, 
and after Montenegro had been added to the new state, the king- 
dom adopted a new constitution in 1921. This was framed, as in 
other succession states, by an elective assembly. The kingdom 
of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes has a population of about twelve 
millions, and an area somewhat larger than that of Kansas. 

Rumania is also a succession state in part only. Her history as 
a kingdom dates from 1861 when the two Turkish provinces of 
Wallachia and Moldavia (which Russia had tried to seize at the 
beginning of the Crimean wl^r) were united to form an independ- 
ent state. In the territorial readjustments which followed the close 
of the world war, Rumania was given Bessarabia, Bukovina, and 
Transylvania, thus doubling both her territory and her popu- 
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lation. Eiimaiiia is now. a more . populous state than Czecho- 
slovakia.- ■ 

Now it is not practicable to attempt within the limits of . the 
present volume a detailed analysis of the governments which 
have- been set up in. these s,Lv countries— Austria, Hungary, Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, Jugoslavia, and Rumania. It must suffice to 
point out, in a comparative way, some of the salient features in 
their several constitutions. Three of them -are republics; - three' 
are constitutional monarchies. This differentiation, however, is 
.of very slight consequence, for ,in. all -six .states the government is 
presumed to rest upon the wnll of the people. The old classifica- 
tion of governments into republics and monarchies no longer serves 
much purpose. It is more important to know whether the mecha- 
nism of a government is such that the people do in fact control it. 

In three of the six states the existing government rests upon 
brand new constitutions. Hungary, as has been pointed out, 
retains her old series of organic laws, although with some altera- 
tions, Rumania, in 1923, overhauled and revised her earlier form 
of government, making some important changes in it. The consti- 
tution of Jugoslavia is merely a revamping of the organic law on 
which the Serbian government w^as based before the war.^ It is 
really not a new constitution at all but an old one, touched up 
and extended over new territories. Only in Austria, Poland, and 
Czechoslovakia were new constitutions built from the ground. In 
any event the new or revised constitutions were in every instance 
the -work of constituent assemblies, the members of which were 
elected by the people except in Czechoslovakia, where the Czecho- 
slovak national council nominated the members of the provisional 
national assembly. No one of the new constitutions was submitted 
to the people for ratification or rejection; in each case the document 
was adopted and made operative by the asesmbly that framed it. 

An outstanding feature of these new constitutions is their length. 
The constitution of the United States would occupy twelve pages 
of this book, while that of Czechoslovakia would require thirty 
pages and that of Austria would fill about fifty. The Polish consti- 
tution is not so long as the others. Prolixity in their constitu- 
tions is not due to the greater elaborateness of governmental 
machinery in the various countries. It results from the incorpora- 

^ This, in turn, was fashioned on the constitution of Belgium, and the latter, 
again, was a heavy borrower from England. 
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tion, of numerous clauses -relating to the rights of citizens and. to 
the new , economic organization. The insertion of these clauses 
represents an endeavor -to deal with cert.ain, fimdameiital problems 
of, economic life which came quickly to the forefront in the dis- 
o.rgamzation of the post-war era. Throughout Europe, during 
■the years since the armistice, politics and economics.. have become 
com.m.mgled. A constitution is no longer looked upo.ii as the. basis 
of government merely, but as a stateme.nt of the essential objec- 
tives in the nation^s economic life as \¥ell. 

The amending process may fairly be called the most important 
feature of any constitution. The purpose of a constitution is to 
facilitate progress toward the achievement of national Ideals, and 
this it cannot do, unless it is capable of being amended to meet liie 
new needs that arise. In the United States this element of flexibility 
has been secured, in large measure, by the process of Judicial inter- 
pretation; but European countries do not have that tradition. 
Their method of amending is by forthright amendment. Under 
such conditions a constitution should not be too easy to amend 
lest this bring about a lack of stability and continuity in the na- 
tion's governmental system. Nor, on the other hand, should it 
be too difficult to amend, for inflexible constitutions provide an 
incentive to coups d’etat or revolutions. The ideal amending proc- 
ess is one that permits changes when the national interest requires 
them, but which does not encourage changes as a mere means of 
giving one political faction an advantage over the others. On this 
general principle all makers of constitutions have been substantially 
agreed, but they have been far from agreement as to the methods 
whereby the ideal can be attained. 

Among the six countries now under consideration, the constitu- 
tion of Hungary alone can be amended by the ordinary process 
of lawmaking, as in England or in Italy. In Austria the new con- 
stitution provides that amendments may be made by a two-thirds 
vote of the national House of Representatives provided one-half 
the total membership is present. Such amendments must be sub- 
mitted to the people, however, if a referendum is demanded by 
one-third of the members of either chamber in the Austrian parlia- 
ment. A complete revision of the constitution requires, in all cases, 
a ratification by popular vote. In Poland a motion to change the 
constitution must be signed by at least one-fourth of the member- 
ship of the lower chamber. It then requires, for adoption, a two- 
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thirds majority in both chambers, with at least half the entire 
membership present. But provision is made for a general revision 
of the Polish constitution every twenty-five years by the two 
chambers meeting in a national assembly (as in France) and taking 
action by majority vote. In Czechoslovakia the assent of both 
chambers is essential for the adoption of a constitutional amend- 
ment, but ordinary laws may, under certain conditions, be enacted 
by the lower chamber alone. Finally in the Kingdom of the Serbs, 

Croats, and Slovenes (Jugoslavia), there are two alternative modes 
of amendment. If the proposal is made by the king, on the advice 
of his ministers, it cannot be acted upon until a new national 
assembly has been elected. Then it may be ratified by a majority 
of the total membership. But if the proposal emanates from the 
national assembly it may be voted by a three-fifths majority of 
the total membership in that body. Such adoption operates as a 
dissolution of the chamber, however, and the new assembly may 
then ratify by a majority of its entire membership. 

It will be seen, therefore, that the American plan of having The Amer- 
amendments ratified by the state legislatures, or by conventions ^ 

specially called for the purpose, or by direct vote of the people, 
did not find favor in any of these new states of Central Europe 
as the normal process of changing the constitution. In all of them 
the national legislature has been given power to amend the con- 
stitution, but (save in Hungary) under varying restrictions. It is 
not that the framers of these constitutions were unfamiliar with 
American methods of constitutional amendment and revision. 

They had our long constitutional experience before their eyes, but 
they evidently were not impressed by it. In countries where racial 
animosity is intense it would hardly be a wise policy to put the con- 
stitution at the complete mercy of a popular majority. Such a 
plan would open its door for the oppression of racial minorities. 

All of these six states have made provision for a unitary execu- The execu- 
tive. The Swiss collegial system of executive headship did not meet 
with favor in any of them. Jugoslavia and Eumania have 
monarchs; Hungary has a regent; the other three countries have 
presidents. In Rumania and Jugoslavia, the kingship is hereditary, 
the succession being confined to male heirs of the pre-war dynasties. 

In Hungary the new parliament formally declared the throne of 
the Hapsburgs vacant and appointed Admiral Nicholas Horthy to 
act as chief of state, with the title of regent, until such time as the 
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Bational assembly could settle upon a new monarch in tranquillity. 
Ten years have passed but he is still acting. , In Austria^ Poland, 
and Czechoslovakia the President is chosen by the two chambers 
of the national parliament sitting in joint sessiom In this, all three 
' countries followed the French practice. The presidential term is 
six years in Austria, seven years in Poland and Czechoslovakia. 
In Poland there are no limits upon the reeligibility of a president, 
but in Austria and Czechoslovakia he must not hold office for more 
than two successive terms. In Austria Wilhelm Miklas was elected 
President in 1928 and will hold office until 1934 ; in Czechoslovakia 
Dr. Thomas G. Masaryk was reelected for a second term of seven 
years in 1927, 

Nature of The powers of the chief executive var}^ considerably in these 
six countries, but in all of them he must be guided by the advice 
of his ministers. These ministers, although appointed by the chief 
of state, are definitely responsible to the representatives of the 
people. Herein is seen the complete triumph of the French over the 
American example. There was nothing to prevent Austria, Poland, 
or Czechoslovakia from basing their new governments upon the 
principles of separation of powers, making both the president and 
the legislature directly responsible to the people and largely inde- 
pendent of each other, as they are in the United States. Indeed 
it might have been assumed that in their reaction from the op- 
pressions of the old regime they would have sought to ensure 
themselves against further tyranny in this wa^n 
All have But they did nothing of the sort. They chose, one and all of 
parUamen-^ them, the parliamentary system of government, with its centraliza- 
than tion of ultimate power in the legislative body, this legislative con- 
type of^gov executive to be maintained by insistence upon ministe- 

emment. rial responsibility. Under their several constitutions the chief of 
state will not, in normal times, possess independent authority of 
any consequence. Large powers, to be sure, are vested in him by 
the phraseology of the constitutions, but the requirement that he 
must exercise them on the advice of responsible ministers is bound 
to operate as an impairment of them all. Whether it will reduce 
the chief of state to a figurehead, as in France, will depend upon 
the rigor with which the principle of ministerial responsibility is 
applied. In Poland the principle of ministerial responsibility has 
thus far been chiefly honored in the breach. Marshal Pilsudski, 
whose protege was elected President of Poland in 1926 for a seven- 
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year term, became irritated at the advice which the ministry was 
giving. So he engineered a coup d'etat, turned the ministry out, 
and when he found that the Polish parliament would not do his 
bidding as respects some radical changes in the constitution, he 
persuaded the President to order a dissolution and send it home. 

In five of these countries there is provision for a bicameral 
parliament; Jugoslavia having decided to continue as before with 
a single chamber.^ This single chamber in Jugoslavia, and the 
lower chambers in the other five countries, are all constituted in 
substantially the same way; namely, by popular election based 
upon universal suffrage. Save in Hungary the elections are con- 
ducted according to the principles of proportional representation. 
In the other countries this method of voting is required by the 
constitution, but the electoral mechanism was for the most part 
left to be determined by law, hence there are numerous differences 
in the methods of proportional representation used. ^ Members of 
the popular chambers are chosen for varying terms — ^four years in 
Austria and Jugoslavia, five years in Hungary and Poland, six 
years in Czechoslovakia — but in every case there may be a dissolu- 
tion of the house, by decree of the chief executive (on the advice 
of his ministers) before this full term has expired. Whether this 
prerogative will be used frequently, as in England, or not at all, as 
in France, is something that must be left for the future to disclose. 

The question of a second chamber gave Austria, Poland, Czecho- 
slovakia, and Hungary a good deal of difficulty. Austria finally 
adopted the plan of having a secondary chamber (Bundesrat) made 
up of members chosen by the various provincial or state legisla- 
tures — much as was done in the United States before the adoption 
of the seventeenth amendment. But the Austrian states are not 
equally represented in this second chamber; the quota of members 
from each province or state is proportioned to their population.'* 
The Rumanian senate is made up of three elements, elective, ex- 
officio, and life senators. In Poland and Czechoslovakia the mem- 
bers of the second chamber are directly elected by the people, 
but with a higher age limit for voting than that prescribed in the 

^ It should be mentioned that some smaller European states, including Finland, 
Esthonia, Bulgaria, and Turkey, have also adopted the single chamber system. 

^ For a discussion of them see Agnes Headlam-Morley, The New Democratic 
Constitutions of Europe (Oxford, 1928), pp. 97-112. 

® The Bundesrat now contains forty-six members divided among the nine prov- 
inces or states. The city of Vienna constitutes one of these provinces. 
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ease of elections for the other house. ' No one can vote at elections 
for the upper chamber unless he is thirty years of age in Poland, 
and twenty-eight years of age in Chechoslovakia. 

This method, of- forming two distinct electorates, based upon 
difference in age,, is intended to secure a parliament in which both 
chambers shall be equally responsive to the popular will but never- 
theless represent different constituencies among the people. It- is 
said to, be an axiom of group psychology that age and experience 
'give sobriety to opinion. The requirement that upper-house voters 
shall be older than the general run, and members in the upper 
chamber also older on the average than in the lower house, is being 
counted. upon to make the second chamber in these two .countries 
reflect the more mature aspects of the popular will It is a novel 
experiment and an interesting one. 

Before the war the Hungarian upper chamber, or House of 
Magnates, was on' a hereditary basis. It was made up of the nobil- 
ity, like the House of Lords in Great Britain. x4fter the collapse of 
1918 it ceased to meet and Hungary managed to get along with a 
single chamber until 1926 when the second chamber was reestab- 
lished in a different form. It now consists of some appointed meiii- 
bers, some elective, and some ex-officio. Out of the 242 members 
forty are appointed by the Regent for life; eighty are elected by 
counties and cities; thirty-eight are chosen by the nobility; thirty- 
four are elected by various public organizations, and the rest 
sit ex-officio — ^most of them because they are dignitaries of the 
Church. The elective members serve for a five-year term. In its 
composition, therefore, the Hungarian second chamber bears 
some resemblance to the Italian Senate. 

But second chambers in Europe have everywhere become sec- 
ondary chambers. In Austria, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hun- 
gary, as well as in the German Reich, the constitutions do not 
attempt to put the two chambers on the same plane. The pro- 
visions which set forth the relations between the two houses are 
too intricate for elucidation here, but one thing they have in com- 
mon; namely, the design to make the more popular chamber dom- 
inant both in lawmaking and in the supervision of executive policy. 
Almost necessarily so, for having decided upon a parliamentary 
form of government) with ministerial responsibility, it is impracti- 
cable to make the two chambers co-equal in authority and in 
influence. A ministry responsible in full measure to both chambers 
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is an unworkable institution, for neither ministry nor man can 
serve two masters. One chamber must be vested with the chief 
control of ministerial policy, and when so endowed it is bound 
to become the dominant branch of parliament, no matter what the 
wording of the constitution may be. This lesson of modern politi- 
cal history was not lost upon the framers of the new European 
constitutions. They gave the secondary chambers the right to be 
consulted, the right to dela}^, and under certain conditions 'the 
right to reject proposals of legislation; but they also provided 
means whereby the primary house, if fairly well united within 
itself, can make its will effective. 

Attention may well be drawn to the extraordinarily wide ac- 
ceptance which the principle of proportional representation has 
managed to gain in these various post-war constitutions. Prior 
to the world war this system of electing legislators was not used by 
any of the greater European countries save in certain local elec- 
tions. To-day it is operating in most of them, — in Germany, 
Austria, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Rumania, Jugoslavia, Switzer- 
land, Holland, Denmark, Sweden, Portugal, Greece, Bulgaria, 
Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Esthonia, and Ireland — with a prob- 
ability that it will be extended to the rest. That is an extraordinary 
spread for an electoral device which, fifteen years ago, most people 
had never heard of. 

The chief reason for this rapid extension may be found in the 
desire of statesmen to provide the minority elements with some 
means of voicing their sentiments in the national halls of legisla- 
tion. For many years Europe had been wrestling with the problem 
of satisfying these minority races and factions, but with no marked 
success, as was demonstrated by the strong groups of irreconcil- 
ables in every continental parliament. As a solution of the prob- 
lem the socialists kept urging the principle of proportionalism, 
and after the war they were in a position to make their demands 
effective. It was their contention that if a lawmaking body must 
be made up of factional groups, as seems inevitable in continental 
European countries, these groups ought to reflect with reasonable 
accuracy the divisions of political sentiments among the people. 

Now assuming that no political party is able to control a major- 
ity in the legislature, and hence that some plan of bloc govern- 
ment is inevitable — if we begin with this assumption, the logic 
of proportional representation is puncture-proof. For it is the 
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essence of representative government that it shall represent^ and 
represent faithfully. To this end it should not give over- 
representation or under-representation to any element among the 
voters. But how can absolute fidelity of representation be se- 
cured? By what method of counting votes? The various new 
constitutions did not attempt to answer this question in any 
explicit way. They merely laid down the general stipulation that 
members of the lower chamber should be chosen according to a 
proportional system and left the details of electoral procedure to 
be worked out in each country by the legislature itself. Conse- 
quently each of the various countries has provided itself with a 
somewhat different scheme of proportional vote-counting. There 
is very little similarity, for example, between the Czechoslovakian 
and the German plans as they have been evolved in detail, or 
between the Danish, Belgian, and Polish methods. In other words 
there has been a broad acceptance of proportional representation 
as a principle, but no consensus of action upon it as a device. At 
least a half dozen different schemes are now undergoing trial and 
there is as yet no way of telling which of them is the best, or indeed 
whether any of them is woi'th while. 

The chief argument in favor of proportional representation is 
that no parliament can truly represent the people unless it faith- 
fully reflects the diversity of opinions among them. The function 
of a legislative body is (1) to deliberate, and (2) to decide. But 
when any one party controls a majority of the legislators, the 
deliberation is a mere gesture — so the argument runs— because 
the votes are in hand to decide the question no matter how the 
deliberation results. Under proportional representation no party 
gets a majority of the seats unless it represents the opinions of a 
clear majority among the people. 

In actual operation, however, the system of proportional repre- 
sentation has not worked out that way. It encourages a multipli- 
cation of small parties, the members of which are strictly bound by 
party pledges and prejudices. The deputies who represent these 
small groups are not free to deliberate, decide, and compromise. 
They must stand firm for the tenets of their respective little groups. 
The result is a stalemate or something very close to it. In Gemany, 
as the result of the 1930 elections, there are ten parties repre- 
sented in the Reichstag. In Czechoslovakia, at the election of 
1929, fifteen parties obtained representation, of which seven gained 
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more than twenty seats. In a chamber of three hundred members 
the strongest party numbered only forty-six representatives. 
Poland holds the record, with twenty-three parties represented 
in her Sejm and a dozen others that have failed to gain seats al- 
though they put forward candidates. 

All this is not meant to imply that the system of proportional 
representation is alone responsible for the disintegration of politi- 
cal parties in these succession states. Quite as important, among 
the contributory causes, is the ever-growing tendency to form 
parties which do not represent general opinion but the interest of 
some economic group, or some social class, or some geographical 
section. Thus in the Polish parliament there is a German group, 
a Jewish group, and a White Russian group, besides a Peasants^ 
party, and a Labor party. So long as the political parties, in any 
country, represent some substantial body of national opinion and 
seek to promote some general policy the number of parties must 
necessarily be small, because the alternatives on questions of 
general policy are few. But when parties represent trades, or races, 
or religions, or sections, or social divisions their number becomes 
potentially unlimited. 

Yet parties are the foundation of popular government. They 
determine its spirit and temper. When one studies the constitu- 
tion of countries like Poland or Czechoslovakia, for example, it 
should never be forgotten that the real basis of government is not 
the written constitution but the mass of traditions, usages, racial 
traits, party tendencies, popular ideals, and aversions, which 
determine the character of their national politics. It is on these 
that the constitution rests. It is from them that it draws its ele- 
ments of strength or weakness. 

Of itself a constitution has no virility. What it gets it must 
derive from men — from politicians. Hence it avails little to frame 
a constitutional guarantee for the rights of minorities if there is 
no popular tradition of tolerance underlying it. Nor does it profit 
much to stipulate that there shall be fuU ministerial responsibility 
if the legislative body (to whom the responsibility accrues) is so 
disintegrated by racial, religious, and sectional factionalism that 
it can never hold itself, much less hold the ministers, to a consist- 
ent line of policy. For that reason the forces which determine the 
integration or disintegration of political parties are the most impor- 
tant of all factors affecting the success or failure of a government. 
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Now what are the driving forces behind the governments of 
these succession states in Middle Europe and the Balkans? Most 
of them are racial. In virtually all these countries the body politic 
is erected on a foundation of racial diversity. This is in many 
cases so pronounced, and so surcharged with animosity, that it 
absolutely precludes a welding of the electorate into two, or even 
three or four, great party-groups. It makes race hatred and race 
conflict inevitable at every election. Nor is this the only sinister 
influence. Historic antipathies arising out of religious differences 
are also at work in the same direction. Economic intolerance, 
the class-consciousness of landowners, bourgeoisie, peasantry, and 
proletarians, is a disintegrating force of relentless power. 

It is difEcult for an American to appreciate the abysmal in- 
tolerance-racial, religious, cultural, geographical, economic, and 
personal — which saturates the whole electorate of these six coun- 
tries. Yet without an appreciation of it there can be no clear 
grasp of the difficulties with which these new governments have to 
contend. It is easy enough to declare in the bombast of a new 
constitution that “all citizens shall be in every respect equal 
before the law, and shall enjoy equal civil and political rights 
whatever be their race, their language, or their religion^’; ^ but 
what does it amount to, after all, if there be no diminution in the 
historic hatred of one element toward another? What does it 
avail, if the lust for the oppression of one race or class by another 
continues unabated? 

It is often said that the men who are best fitted to start a revo- 
lution are the ones least fitted to finish it. Tearing is easier than 
rearing. Wreckers do not make good architects. In the countries 
of Central Europe the various revolutions were inaugurated under 
the leadership of the radicals, the extremists of the Left, the de- 
molmeurSf who drove ahead furiously so long as their task was 
merel}^ one of razing the old political structure. For the moment 
these apostles of the new order seemed to have unified the whole 
people. But they soon came face to face with the far more diffi- 
cult problem of constructing a new edifice, and for this they were 
equipped neither by temperament nor by experience. Thereupon 
began a swing to the Right, and leadership gradually passed into 
more moderate hands. With each step in this change the old 
party alignments of pre-war days have come more clearly into 

^Constitution of Czechoslovakia, Article 128. 
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view; the old issues and organizations have been revived under 
new names; and the old forces have again flared up in all their 
virulence. 


The constitutions of Austriaj Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Jugoslavia 
may be found (translated into English) in H. L. McBain and Lindsay 
Rogers, The New Constitutions of Europe (New Yovkj 1922), 

Descriptions of the new governments of Austria, Hungary, and the 
succession states are given in Malbone W. Graham’s New Governments of 
Central Europe (New York, 1924). On the government of Austria the most 
useful books are H. Kelsen, (EsterreicMsches Staatsrecht (Tubingen, 1923) ; 
L. Adamovich and G. Froelich, Die (Esterreichischen Y erf assmigsgesetm des 
Bmides und der Lander (Vienna, 1925); and C. Eisenmann, Dza; ans 4^ Jm- 
toire constitutmielle Autrichienne (Paris, 1928). On Hungary there is 
S. Csekey, Ungarns StaatrecM nach dem WeUkreig (Tubingen, 1926). The 
government of Czechoslovakia is described in J. Kudeia, La constitution 
de la republique Tchecoslovaque (1922); N. Van Wijk, T/^e Czechoslovak 
Republic (London, 1923) ; and J. Chmelar, Political Parties in Czechoslovakia 
(Prague, 1926). On the government and politics of Poland the most useful 
discussions are A. Peretiatkowich, /^La constitution polonaise,” in the 
Revue du droit public et la science politique^ October-December, 1922, and 
E. Meyer, Der Polnische Staat, seine Y erwaltung und sein Recht (Posen, 
1924). For Jugoslavia the most useful source is N, Yovanovitch, Etude sur 
la constitution du royaume des Serbes, Croates et Slovenes (Paris, 1924). 



CHAPTER XLI 


THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS AS A SCHEME OP 
GOVERNMENT 

Nation shall not lift 'up sword against nation, neither shall they team war 
anymore . — Isaiah n. 4:. 

Significance The preceding chapters of this volume have dealt with national 
League. governments and with the political problems of national states. 

But since the close of the world war there has been established, 
with its headquarters in Europe, a far-reaching scheme of inter- 
national government which has had very important reactions upon 
the governmental policy and problems of great countries in all 
parts of the globe. Whatever differences of opinion Americans 
may hold concerning the proper attitude of their own country 
toward the League of Nations, there can be no gainsaying the 
fact that the covenant of this League embodies the most compre- 
hensive and the most promising effort in the direction of inter- 
national codperation that the human race has ever been able to 
achieve. It represents the world^s first serious endeavor to carry 
into effect an ideal which prophets and philosophers have cherished 
for at least ten centuries. The provisions of this covenant set up 
a framework of international organization 'which deserves study 
not only because it is unique but because its makers w^ere men 
of great proficiency in the science and the art of government. 
Howit^grew During the height of the great European conflict, and partic- 
World War. ularly toward the close of it, there surged through the world an 
almost spontaneous demand for the establishment of some inter- 
national organization which would make future wars impossible. 
Civilization became alarmed at the stupendous wastage and de- 
struction. Everywhere it was felt that the old balance of power 
would be destroyed by the war and that new alliances among the 
nations would not serve as a guarantee of peace in future years. 
This feeling was particularly strong in Great Britain and the 
United States. Societies were formed in both countries to promote 
the idea of a world federation or league to enforce peace. Several 
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schemes for such an organization were prepared. The plan en- 
listed the active sympathy of President Wilson who believed the 
project of some such league to be the most important among all 
the problems of peace-making. To help with its solution he took 
the highly unusual course of personally attending the conference 
which convened at Paris in the closing days of 1918. 

When the members of this conference assembled it was agreed 
that a special commission should be appointed to prepare a plan 
for a league of nations, and President Wilson was appointed to be 
the head of this special commission. After prolonged discussions 
and consultations the draft of a covenant for such a league was 
prepared and published to the world before being submitted to 
the whole conference for adoption. Then, after the critics had been 
heard, it was somewhat amended and went before the conference 
for final action. President Wilson insisted that the covenant 
should be made an integral part of the general peace treaty and 
on this point the other delegates to the conference eventually gave 
way although with much reluctance. They felt that the covenant 
ought to stand by itself . 

The peace treaty and the League covenant together make up 
the longest international agreement ever framed. They would 
fill about two hundred pages of this book. But the covenant is a 
relatively short document of only 2500 words. Its text consists of 
a preamble and twenty-six articles. Some of the articles have been 
amended since 1920 and these amendments, instead of being added 
to the end of the covenant, have been inserted in the text itself. 

The covenant is the constitution of the League and the basis 
of its organization. Its preamble begins by stating the main ob- 
jects of the League and the general methods to be followed in 
achieving them. Then come the various articles which deal with 
League membership, the general framework, the individual organs 
of the League and their procedure, the selection of League head- 
quarters, disarmament, guarantees for the preservation of peace, 
and the enforcement of international obligations. The remaining 
articles of the covenant deal with the League’s relation to non- 
member states, the registration of treaties, the mandate system, 
the international labor organization, and various miscellaneous 
matters. 

The covenant does not establish a supergovernment. It does 
not set up an organization separated from and superior to the 
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governments of the countries which comprise the League. It 
creates an international, not a supernational government. Its cen- 
tral idea is cooperation, not dictation from above. The League 
of Nations was designed by its architects to be a body of states 
working together on a common basis to attain a common end, 
and duly provided with agencies through which their contro- 
versies might be amicably adjusted. It represents, in a mild form, 
the extension of the federal principle with which the world has 
long since become familiar in its application to national govern- 
ment. 

The League of Nations includes two kinds of member-countries. 
Certain nations, forty-two of them, were named in the covenant as 
entitled to charter membership. But provision was made that any 
other self-governing state or dominion might be admitted to mem- 
bership by a two-thirds vote of the League Assembly. All in all, 
fifty-six nations and self-governing dominions have become mem- 
bers since the League was established in 1920. Only four important 
countries have refrained from joining. These are Russia, Turkey, 
Mexico, and the United States. A few small states have also stayed 
out. Member-countries have the right to withdraw from the 
League at any time on two years’ notice, provided that all its ob- 
ligations have been fulfilled at the time of such withdrawal 

The League has two deliberative bodies. The first is a Council 
of fourteen persons, five of whom permanently represent France, 
Germany, Great Britain, Italy, and Japan, and nine of whom repre- 
sent other member-countries which are designated by the Assembly 
from time to time. In addition any member-country which is not 
represented in the Council has the right to such representation 
temporarily whenever matters specially affecting the interests of 
the country are under consideration. The Council is headed by a 
president, who is chosen at each meeting from among its own mem- 
bership. Meetings are held at least once a year and may be held 
elsewhere than at Geneva. As a matter of practice it has been hold- 
ing regular quarterly sessions. Emergency meetings may also be 
called at any time. The Council establishes from time to time vari- 
ous special committees or commissions from among its own mem- 
bership or even from persons outside. 

The other deliberative organ of the League is the Assembly. 
Every member-country is entitled to be represented in this body 
by one, two, or three delegates, but no matter what the number of 
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delegates each couatry has a single equal vote on all questions. 
Thus the Assembly is controlled by the smaller countries. The 
Assembly meets each year on the first Monday in September and 
likewise chooses its own presiding officer. The agenda for each 
meeting is prepared by the Secretariat but questions may be placed 
on it by the Council or by any member-country. English and 
French are official languages in the Assembly and every speech 
delivered in one of these languages is forthwith translated into 
the other. The Assembly does much of its business through six 
regular standing committees. 

Unless otherwise stated in the covenant, every decision of the 
Council requires a unanimous vote, but on most matters the ac- 
tion of the Assembly is determined by a majority. The Assembly 
has three kinds of authority. The first is that of initiating amend- 
ments to the covenant. The second is the power to elect the 
non-permanent members of the Council and to admit countries as 
new members of the League. Likewise it shares with the Council 
the function of electing judges and deputy judges of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice (World Court). Third, the Assembly 
has the broad power to discuss and deal with any matter that 
affects the League or the peace of the world. Moreover, it may 
refer any such question to one of the League’s technical organiza- 
tions (e.g., the international labor or health organizations) for 
study and report. In most matters the Assembly and the Council 
stand on a footing of equal power, but the League budget is con- 
trolled by the Assembly. 

The cost of maintaining the League of Nations is borne by 
the member-countries, each bearing a share which is based upon 
its national revenue and its population. The total budget is only 
five or six million dollars per year which is less than that of a 
medium-sized American city. The expense budget is prepared by 
the Secretariat and examined by a special commission (appointed 
by the Council) before it goes to the Assembly. 

During the period between meetings of the Council and the As- 
sembly the work of the League is carried on by a Secretariat, which 
consists of a general secretary and a large staff. The Secretariat 
performs the clerical work for the League, registers all treaties, car- 
ries on the correspondence with member-nations, prepares business 
to be laid before the Council and the Assembly, and keeps all the 
records. It is divided into various sections, each of which deals with 
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such matters as mandates, armament, labor, social problems, public 
health, and so forth. Each section is headed by a director. Thus 
the Secretariat forms the administrative branch of League organ- 
imtion. 'Its staff includes over foui’ hundred persons. U'nder the 
guidance of the Secretariat there are various special commissions 
and advisory committees at work. These are authorized and ap- 
pointed from time to time by the Council or the Assembly. Like- 
wise special conferences of delegates from the various member- 
countries are called to consider designated questions. 

It will be noted that the covenant makes no provision for a 
special executive organ. There is no president of the League of 
Nations, no cabinet, no piime minister. Some executive functions 
are given to the Council, some to the Assembly, and some to both 
bodies acting jointly. There was an obvious difficulty in framing 
any arrangement for an international chief executive which would 
satisfy the chief European powers. The president of the Council 
is the closest approach to a chief executive but he has no special 
powers and holds his office for a single year. The Secretariat 
does most of the work which in national governments ’would fall 
within executive jurisdiction. 

The covenant of the League of Nations did not make detailed 
provision for a Permanent Court of International Justice, but 
merely stipulated that such a tribunal should be created by statute 
of the League later on. A statute establishing it was passed in 1920 
and was ratified by a large number of the League members Pro- 
vision was made that the court should consist of eleven Judges 
and four deputy judges to be elected by the Council and Assembly 
of the League acting together, each judge to serve for a term of 
nine years. The selection is made, according to the statute, by 
the Council and the Assembly from distinguished jurists through- 
out the world, even from countries which are not members of the 
League. Since the establishment of the World Court three Ameri- 
can jurists have been chosen to be judges, namely, John Bassett 
Moore, Charles Evans Hughes, and Frank Billings Kellogg. The 
World Court does not sit at Geneva but at The Hague. It elects 
its own president and usually sits as a single bench, although it is 
subdivided into three chambers, each one of which may hear 
cases separately. V 

i For the relation of the United States to the protocol for adhering to the World 
Court, see p. 818 . 
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The World Court is given jurisdiction over certain matters 
provided for by the treaty of peace and over all other contro- 
versies which nations may voluntarily submit to it. Emphasis 
should be laid upon the point that so far as most disputes are 
concerned, the bringing of cases before the World Court is alto- 
gether voluntary on the part of the countries concerned. Provision 
is made, however, that any country may accept the jurisdiction 
of the World Court as compulsory — in other words, that it may 
agree to submit all disputes to the court, and a number of coun- 
tries have done this. Provision is also made that either the Council 
or the Assembly of the League may call upon the World Court 
for advisory opinions with respect to any controversies which 
come up. These advisory opinions are not final judgments, but are 
for the guidance of the parties concerned. 

In comparing the general organization of League government with 
the American federal system various striking contrasts appear. 
First of all, it is significant that in the Assembly each nation, no 
matter what its size, has one vote only. In the American Senate 
the states have equal voting power, but in the House of Repre- 
sentatives the states with larger populations have proportionate 
voting strength. Equality of voting power is natural in a political 
union that is just starting. The nations of the world, being ac- 
customed to sovereignty and legal equality were not willing to 
recognize gradations of rank. The same feeling was manifested 
among the American colonies when, under the Articles of Con- 
federation, it was provided that every state, small or large, while 
it might send from two to seven delegates to the Congress, should 
have the same voting power as any other. There was a long fight 
over this question in the Constitutional Convention of 1787, the 
smaller states demanding equal power with the larger, the larger 
asking that representation should be based upon population. 
The matter was settled by giving the smaller states equal repre- 
sentation in the Senate, and conceding to the larger states the 
right to dominate the House. But the framers of the League 
covenant could not accept a compromise of this sort; for if repre- 
sentation according to population were made the rule in either 
the Council or the Assembly, India or China would have more 
delegates than Great Britain, France, Germany, and Italy put 
together. So all member-countries were given equal representation 
in the Assembly, while representation in the Council is confined 
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to fourteen' nations only ■ and permanent representation is re* 
stricted to five. 

Other marked contrasts should be noted. In the House of 
Representatives and in the Senate of the United States measures 
are passed by a majority vote; in the Assembly and Council of the 
League, unless otherwise specified, a unanimous vote is necessary 
for action. This is a mark of the distrust with which nations of 
the world regard one another. The provision for unanimity means 
that nothing in the way of a decision can be carried through the 
Assembly if a single nation disapproves, for a solitary vote can 
block action. The same is true of the Council as respects each 
nation represented in it. This, of course, establishes a very ciim”- 
bersome and slow-working scheme of government so far as de- 
cisions are concerned; but the requirement of unanimous consent 
does not apply to recommendations — and a good deal of what 
the two League bodies do is by way of recommendations, not 
decisions. 

Decisions of the Council or the Assembly, in any event, have 
no absolute binding force, as have the enactments of Congress. 
There is no centralized executive authority with power to see that 
decisions are obeyed — ^no executive authority in the national 
sense. The League has no army to enforce its will. Even the 
Permanent Court of International Justice has no way of en- 
forcing the judgments that it gives. It lacks the coercive power 
of a supreme court. 

The prime purpose in establishing the League of Nations was 
a desire to lessen the danger of wars. To that end the covenant 
contains several provisions of high importance which may be 
briefly summarized : 

First, there is a provision for the reduction of armaments. The 
Council is directed by the covenant to have a study made by 
experts and to report upon the amount of armed strength needed 
by each nation. The various governments, however, are not bound 
to accept the Council’s recommendations. In Suxiy case all mem- 
bers of the League agree to keep one another informed as to the 
extent of their respective armament programs. This represents, of 
course, a very modest step in the direction of actual international 
disarmament. Very little in the way of military disarmament 
has been accomplished since 1920. Two important conferences 
on naval disarmament have been held, one at Washington in 1921 
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and the other at London in 1930, but neither was under the spon- 
sorship of the League. , 

Second, the members of the League agree to protect one another 
against any seizure of their territories or any destruction of their 
independence by outside attacks. In case of any such aggression, 
or threat of it, the Council is to advise as to how the pledge of 
integrity can be fulfilled. This is the famous Article X of the 
covenant which was vigorously criticized in the United States 
when the proposal to Join the League was under discussion. It 
was regarded as affording an absolute guarantee of existing na- 
tional territories, even though the same might have been wrong- 
fully acquired or unjustly retained. More especially it was looked 
upon as establishing a world- wide obligation to maintain the ter- 
ritorial readjustments made by the peace treaty. 

Third, if a dispute which cannot be settled by diplomatic nego- 
tiations arises between members of the League, the members agree 
to refer it to arbitration if it is suitable for such disposition; or, 
if not, then to the Council of the League for inquiry. The members 
of the League agree to refrain from hostilities until three months 
after the Council has rendered its decision. 

Fourth, if any member-nation resorts to war in violation of 
the preceding provisions, the other members of the League agree 
to boycott it by the severance of all trade or financial intercourse 
and to withdraw from relations with it. In extreme cases the 
Council is authorized to consider and recommend ^^hat effective 
military, naval or air force the members of the League shall sev- 
erally contribute to the armed forces to be used to protect the 
covenants of the League.^^ This provision also drew fire. It was 
regarded by many Americans as opening the possibility that 
American forces could be called upon to serve in any part of the 
world to enforce League decisions if America joined the League. 

Fifth, a very important provision is that by which all treaties 
hereafter entered into by members of the League shall be regis- 
tered with the Secretariat and published. Until this has been done, 
no treaty is considered binding. Secret treaties have been the 
mainspring of many international controversies in the past and 
have contributed to the outbreak of more than one war. Their 
abolition, if the rule is strictly enforced, will remove a source of 
international suspicion and strife. 

The provision for mandates is an original and interesting feature 
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of .the covenant. In previous wars it was the custom. of victorious 
.nations to divide the conquered territory among themselves^ 
each taking a share in full ownership. The Peace Conference of 
1919 , however, agreed to try a new plan, namely, that of giving 
some former German and Turkish territories as an endowment 
to the League of Nations. Hence the covenant provides a means 
by which such territories can be directly governed, through a 
mandate of the League, by one of its member-countries, but with 
the understanding that eventually complete self-government 
shall be given to certain of these territories. The mandatoiy^ or 
country holding the mandate, is required to present an annual 
report to the League and a permanent mandates commission is 
provided to examine these reports. In accordance with this ar- 
rangement, several mandates have been granted. Great Britain, 
for example, has the mandate for Palestine, France for Syria, and 
New Zealand for certain former German colonies in the South 
Pacific. 

The possession of a mandate does not give the mandate-holding 
country any exclusive commercial privileges in the territory con- 
cerned, but merely creates a trust which is to be exercised for the 
benefit of the people who inhabit it. Whether this new experiment 
in the government of dependent territories will work out success- 
fully no one yet can tell Much will depend upon whether the 
League acquires prestige and power. If it should collapse, there is 
little doubt that these various territories would merely pass 
into the full ownership of the countries which now hold the 
mandates. 

The covenant provides that the members of the League ^^wiU 
endeavor to secure and maintain fair and humane conditions of 
labor for men, women and children, both in their own countries and 
in all countries to which their commercial and industrial relations 
extend.’^ This stipulation was made because the widely-differing 
policies pursued by various countries in relation to labor had long 
been recognized as a source of international jealousy and friction. 
Whenever one country accords concessions to its workers, such as a 
shorter working day or a minimum wage, this action places it at a 
disadvantage in trade competition with other countries not so 
progressive. To carry out the covenant pledge relating to labor 
the League has provided an International Labor Organization 
based on a special constitution. This organization consists of an 
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international labor office with its own secretariat, a governing 
body made up of twelve government delegates from the member- 
countries, six labor delegates, and six employers’ representatives. 
A general labor conference of delegates from all the member- 
countries is called each year to discuss matters relating to the 
interests of labor and to make recommendations to the individual 
governments. This conference represents an approach to a world 
economic parliament. 

The League of Nations has also established an international 
health organization for the prevention and control of epidemics. 
Great improvements in the science of health protection have been 
made during the past generation by all civilized countries, as a 
previous chapter has indicated. Nevertheless it is estimated that 
in the world population of two billion people there are normally 
about seventy million eases of illness. And no matter how watchful 
a country may be in guarding the health of its own people, it can 
never feel safe so long as epidemics are allowed to rage unchecked 
in other lands. The ravages of disease stop at no national bound- 
aries. Hence illness is a problem for diplomats as well as for doctors. 
Trade and travel carry infection across even the best-protected 
borders. In recognition of this the League covenant pledges the 
member-countries to take steps for the international prevention 
and control of disease, and this was accomplished by the estab- 
lishment of a permanent International Health Office in 1923. 
The function of this office and its staff is to gather data relating 
to public health questions, to promote the acceptance of the best 
health regulations by the different countries, and to secure common 
action on the part of different countries in the case of dangerous 
epidemics. It has rendered valuable service in all three directions 
since its establishment. 

The League of Nations is not an end in itself but a means to 
an end. It is an instrumentality, a mechanism, which will serve 
the cause of world peace and world progress to the extent that the 
member-countries assist it in doing so, and to the extent that non- 
member-countries do not stand in the way. If this mechanism had 
been in existence, and in working order, during the month of July, 
1914, Europe could hardly have been swept into the great con- 
flict with such excited helplessness. The organization of the 
League is not simple, nor as a scheme of government does it appear 
efficient; but it is probably as good as could be devised under the 
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circumstances and it has functioned for more than a decade with- 
out serious mishap. 

The United States has definitely refused to become a member- 
country but it has been represented at various conferences called 
by the League and it has contributed to the cost of holding these 
conferences. When the World Court was established^ the United 
States was invited to adhere to this tribunal even though not a 
member of the League. President Coolidge asked the Senate to 
give its consent to such action. The Senate, in 1926, gave consent 
as requested, but with five reservations. One of these reservations 
provided that the United States, by adhering to the World Court, 
should not thereby assume any new relation to the League or 
any obligations under the various peace treaties. Another stip- 
ulated that the United States should have an equal voice with 
other countries in the election of the judges. In other words, 
that the United States should be represented in the League 
Assembly when judges were being chosen, even though not 
a regular member of the League. Other reservations provided 
that the United States should not be held to pay any share of the 
Courtis expenses except as determined by Congress; that the 
United States might withdraw its adhesion to the Court at any 
time; that the statute of the Court should not be amended without 
the consent of the United States; and that the Court should not 
give advisory judicial opinions^’ affecting the United States with- 
out American consent. The final stipulation was that the United 
States should not be held to have accepted the statute of the 
Court until all the League members should have agreed to the 
foregoing reservations. 

The latter, in due course, indicated their willingness to accept 
all the reservations with the exception of that relating to advisory 
judicial opinions. As for the latter a conference of jurists, repre- 
senting various countries, drew up in 1929 a compromise reserva- 
tion on this point and President Hoover has asked the Senate 
to ratify it. This question is now on the Senate^s list of business 
to be dealt with in due course. 


Many books relating to the League of Nations, its organization and 
work, have been published during the past dozen years. There are con- 
cise explanations in R. L. Buell, International Relations (New York, 1925), 
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chaps. XXV and xxviii, and in P. B. Potter, Introduction to the Study of 
International Organization (New York, 1928), pp. 287-445. Mention 
should also be made of H. S. Quigley, From Versailles to Locarno (New 
York, 1927), C. J. N. Baker, The League of Nations at Work (New York, 
1926); J, S. The League of Nations (New York, 1928); A. S. de 

Bustamente, The World Court {New York, 1925); M. G. Hudson, The Per-- 
manent Court of International Justice (Cambridge, 1925); Paul Perigord, 
The International Labor Organization (New York, 1926); and the Year 
published by the World Peace Foundation. 





INDEX 


Al’jsent voting, ^ in England, 153. 

Action Frangaise, 504. 

Action Liberale Populaire, 604. 

Adamovich, L. and G. Froelich, Die 
OesierreicMscImi Verfassungsgesetze 
des Biindes und der Lander j 807. 

Adams, George Burton, The Origins 
of the English Co7istUution,, 2 n; 
Ouilinc Sketch of English ConsHtu- 
History^ 37; Councils and 
Courts in Anglo-Norman England, 
,37. 

Adams, G. B. and H. M. Stephens, 
Select Documents, 38. 

Adjoints, in^ France, 566'-567. 

Administrative law and courts, ab- 
sence of, in England, 285-286; in 
France, 537-549; in Germany, 639; 
in Italy, 714; in Switzerland, 747. 

Admiralty, in England, 79. 

Aeldorman, or earl, the office of, in 
Saxon England, 17-19. 

Agadir incident, the (1911), 580. 

Agreement of the People (1647), 5. 

Agreements of 1929, between Italy and 
papacy, 7 19-721. 

Alexand'er II, Russian emperor, 761. 

Alexander, D. S., Hisior^j and Pro- 
cedure of the House of Representa- 
tives, 202. 

Alexander, G. G., Adniinisiration of 
Justice, 288. 

Algeciras, the conference at (1906), 
580. 

Algeria, the government of, 576-578. 

Alibert, Raphael, Le conirdle jurisdic- 
tionnel de V administratioii au moyen 
du recoiirs pour exces de pouvoir, 549. 

All-Russian Congress of Soviets, 767. 

Amendments, constitutional, the proc- 
ess of making, 10; to French con- 
stitutional laws, 393-394; Swiss con- 
stitution, 731-732; to the new 
German constitution, 618; to the 
newer constitutions of Europe,^ 
798-799; to covenant of League of 
Nations, 809. 

Anderson, F. M., Constitutions and 
Other Select Documents Illustrative 
of the History of France, 395. 

Andrews, C. F., MahaUna GandTs 
Ideas, 355. 


Anglo-Saxons, invasion of England by 
the, 17-20. 

Anne, queen of England, relations of, 
with parliament, 64. 

Annualite, the principle of, in France, 
480. 

Ansehiitz, G., Die Verfassung des 
deutschen Reichs, Q41, 

Anson, Sir William R., on the nature 
of the British constitution, 6; 
Law and Custom of the Constitu- 
tion, 14, 59, 88, 127, 128, 182. 

Appointments, administrative, in 
England, 50-51 ; in France, 413-414. 

Appropriations. See Budget. 

Aragon, M., Guide pratique des dic- 
tions legislatives, 466. 

Archbold, W. J. A., Outlines of Indian 
Constitutional History, 354. 

Aristotle, quoted, 433. 

Arrondissements, in France, 564-565. 

Asquith, H. H., displaced by Lloyd 
George, S7, 244; Fifty Years of 
British Parliament, 89. 

Assembly, of the League of Nations, 
810-811. 

Association Laws, in France (1901), 
499-500. 

Astor, Viscount, succeeds to peerage, 

112 . 

Auld, G. P., The Dawes Plan, 676. 

Ausgleich, the (1867), 789. 

Australia, the government of, 367- 
368. 

Austria, the old government of, 786- 
791 ; the new government of, 794, 
797-806. 

Austria-Hungary, the old government 
of, 789-793. ■ 

Aventine bloc, the, 688. 

Bachi, R. (editor), U Italia econo- 
mica, 727. 

Bagehot, Walter, on the flexibility 
of the English constitution, 11; 
quoted, 90; on the customs of the 
House of Commons, 203; The 
English Constitution, 40 n, 88. 

Baker, C. J. N., The League of Na- 
tions at Work, 819. 

Baker, P. N., The Status of British 
Dominions, 


821 * 


822 


INDEX 


Baldwin, J, F., The King^s Council in 
England during the Middle Ages, 
24 n, S7, 88,. 

Baldwin, Stanley, becomes prime 
minister of Great Britain, 245. 

Ballots, the form of, in England, 152- 
153; in France, 455-456; in Italy, 
702-703. 

Banerjee, D. N., The Indian Consti- 
tution and Its Actual Working j 355. 

Bank of England, 234, 

Bannockburn, the battle of, 313. 

Barnes, J. S., The Universal Aspects 
of Fascism^ 693 695. 

Barth4lemy, Joseph, on the French 
Senate, 436; quoted, 448; Le gou- 
vernement de la France, 396, 450, 
526 n, 539 n; Le rote du poumir 
executif dans les republics modernes, 
435; Les resistances du Seyiat, 450, 

Bassett, J. S., The League of Nations, 
819. 

Bastabie, C. F., Public Finance, 235. 

Bastile, the storming of the, 382. 

Battle Abbey (1066), 20, 

Beauregard, Y., U empire colonial de 
France, 5^7, 

Beaurepaire, Quesnay de, Le Panama 
et la ripublique, 

Belot, G. de, La veriie sur le Panama, 
514. 

Benn, E., If I Were a Labour Leader, 
269. 

Benns, F. Lee, Europe since IQlJf, 
676, 785. 

Benoist, Charles, La lots de la politique 
frangaise, 466. 

Beran, E., Thoughts on Indian Dis- 
content, 355. 

Bergmann, 0., The History of Repa- 
rations, %7^^ 

Bergstriisser, L., on German party 
system, 663; Geschichte der poliii- 
schen Parteien in Deutschland, 676, 

Berlin, the government of, 659-661. 

Bernstein, E., Die Deutsche Revolu- 
tion, 613. 

BerthMemy, Honors, Traite Hemen- 
taire de droit administratif, 549; 
Les reformes de 1926, 549. 

Bertrand, A., Origines de la troisieme 
republique, 396. 

Bethmann-Holiweg, German chancel- 
lor, 605. 

Bevan, E., German Social Democracy 
during the War, 613. 

Beveridge, Sir William, The Public 
Service in War and Peace, 105. 

Bicknell, B. A., Cases on the Law of the 
Constitution, 38. 


Bigham, Hon. Clive, The Prime Min- 
isters of Britam, 69 n. 

Bill of Rights, in England, 33-34;' 
in the new German constitution. 

639-640. 

Birmingham caucus, the, 265. 

Bismarck, Otto von, 592-595; policy 
and work of, 603-605; . 
and Reynmiscences, 613. 

Blachly, F. E., and M. E. Gatman, 
The Government and Admmisira- 
tion of Germany, 625 n, 641, 662. 

Blackstone, Sir William, quoted, 133, 
162, 289; on the common law, 271; 
Commentaries on the Common Law 
of England, 272, . 

Blauveit, Mary T., The .Devekpinent 
of Cabinet Govern7nent in England, 
38, 88. 

Blease, W. L., The Emancipation of 
E7iglish Women, 144; A Short His- 
tory of English Liberalism, 250, 

Bloc des Gauches, in France, 505, 

.Bolshevists, rise of the, 765-766. 

Bonnard, R., Precis elementaire de 
droit public, 435. 

Bonnecase, M. J. (editor), Revue ge- 
nerale du droit, 536. 

Bonomi, D., From Socialism to Fas- 
cism, 727. 

Bornhak, Conrad, Die Verfassung des 
deidschen Reichs, Ml, 

Boroughs, the government of, in 
England, 296-298; in London, 
30S-309. See also Pocket Boroughs. 

Boulanger, Gj>neral, 403-495. 

Bourgeois, fimile, Modern France, 
395. 

Bourson, Alexandre (A. Zevaes), Le 
socialisme en France depiiis 1871, 
514. 

Bouton, Miles, And the Kaiser Ab- 
dicates, 613. 

Bowley, A. L., and Josiah Stamp, 
The National Income, 235. 

Boyle, John F., Irish Rebellion of 1916, 
335. 

Boyne, battle of the, 317. 

Bradlaugh, Charles, and the oath of 
allegiance, 212. 

Braeq, J. C., France under the Re- 
public, 395. 

Brandenburg, the rise of, 589. See 
also Prussia. 

Breton, Andre, Les commissions et la 
reforyne de la procedure parleyyien- 
taire, 487. 

Bridges, J. S. C., History of France, 
395. 

Bright, John, quoted, 96, 183. 



INDEX 


823 


Brissaod, Jean, History of French Pub- 
lic LaWj 536. 

British North America Act (1867), 
363. 

Brooks, Robert C., The Government 
and Politics of Switzerland, 729 n, 
757; Civic Training in Switzerland: 
a Study of Democratic Life, 736 n, 
752 w, 757. 

Brugere, A., Le conseil d'etat, 435, 549. 

Brunet, Rene, La constitution alle- 
mande du 11 aoM, 1919, 641. 

Bryce, James (Viscount), on the 
American constitution, 4 ; on great 
men in public office, 70-71; plan 
for reforming House of Lords, 122; 
on political parties, 236; on the 
quality of the French Senate, 441; 
on the qualifications of a deputy, 
465; on the test of a government, 
515; on democracy in Switzerland, 
728; on Swiss politics, 757; Studies 
in History and Jurisprudence, 270 n; 
Modern Democracies, 368 n, 377, 
757. 

Buchholtz, Paul, Grundriss des Haus- 
halts-, Kassen- und Rechnungswesen 
im Reich, 662. 

Budget, in Great Britain, 224-228; 
in the United States, 228-229; 
in France, 477-482; in the French 
departments, 562; in the German 
Reich, 646-649; in Italy, 725-726. 

Buell, Raymond L., quoted, 489; 
Contemporary French Politics, 513; 
International Relations, 818. 

Buhler, Otto, Die Verfassung des deut- 
schen Reichs, 641. 

Bundesrat, in the old German govern- 
ment, 605-606. 

Bureaux, in the French Chamber, 470. 

Burke, A. P., Genealogical and He- 
raldic History of the Peerage and 
Baronetage, 128. 

Burke, Edmund, theory of represen- 
tation, 164; quoted, 312; on col- 
onies, 356; on powers of govern- 
ment, 643. 

Burns, C. Delisle, Whitehall, 89. 

Bustamente, A. S. de, The World 
Court, 819. 

Bute, the pocket borough of, 134. 

Butler, J. R. M., The Passing of the 
Great Reform Bill, 143. 

^^Cabal, The,” of 1667, 33, 61. 

Cabinet, early evolution of the, 34- 
35; in England, 60-88; compari- 
son with the United States, 84; 
relation of, to civil service, 103; 


control of legislative committees 
by, 178; relation of, to appropria- 
tions, 229-230; during the war, 
373-374. See also Ministry, Min- 
isterial Responsibility. 

Caesar, Julius, invasion of Britain by, 
17. 

Caillaux, Joseph, 446. 

Cambray, P. G., Irish Affairs and 
the Home Rule Question, 335. 

Cambridge History of the British 
Empire, British India, 1497-1858, 
354; The Indian Empire, 1858- 
1 ^ 1 ^, 354 , 377 . 

Campion, G. F. M., An Introduction 
to the Procedure of the House of 
Commons, 182, 202. 

Canada, the government of, 361-367. 

Candidates. See Elections, Nomina- 
tions, Parties. 

Cantons, the government of, in Swit- 
zerland, 754-755. 

Caprivi, Count, German chancellor, 
605. 

Carlyle, Thomas, quoted, 162; on 
the problem of government, 614; 
on political degeneracy, 759. 

Carnot, Sadi, President of the French 
Republic, 404-405. 

Carrdre, Jean and Georges Bourgin, 
Manuel des partis poUtiques en 
France, 

Carter, A. T., History of English Legal 
Institutions, 288; History of the 
English Courts, 288. 

Carter, C. H., The Local Government 
Act, 1888, 311. 

Casimir-P6rier, President of the 
French Republic, 405. 

Cassel, Gustav, Des Geldwesen nach 
1914, m. 

Cavour, Count, Italian statesman, 
680; political inclinations of, 683. 

Cecil, Lord Hugh, Life of Salisbury, 
89; Conservatmn, 250, 252 n. 

Centralization, in England, 299-301; 
in France, 552-557; in Italy, 711- 
712. 

Chamber of Deputies, in the Irish 
Free State, 325-326; in France, 
451-466; in Italy, 700-701, 705- 
708. 

Chamberlain, Joseph, ‘^American 
mayor” of Birmingham, 265 w. 

Chamberlin, W. H., Soviet Russia, 
785. 

Chancellor, office of, in German em- 
pire, 602-603; in new German 
government, 626-627; in Italy, 
739... 



824 


INDEX 


Chancellor of the Exchequer, in Eng- 
land, 77. 

Chancery. See Equity. 

Chardon, Henri, U administration de 
la France, 549. 

Charles Albert, king of Sardinia, 
grants constitution, 679. 

Charles I, king of England, relation 
of, to parliament, 31. 

Charles ll, king of England, relations 
of, with parliament, 32. 

Charles X, king of France (1824- 
1830), 385. 

Charte, the (1814), adoption of the, 
in France, 391. 

Charter of Labor (1927), in Italy, 
689. 

Chase, Stuart, Soviet Russia in the 
Second Decade, 785. 

Chef du cabinet, in France, 431. 

Cheka, the, in Russia, 776. 

Chesterfield, Lord, on the sale of 
pocket boroughs, 135. 

Childs, Richard S., quoted, 125. 

Chiltern Hundreds, the, 219-220. 

Chirol, Sir Valentine, India, Old and 
iVeiy,354. 

Chiurco, G. A., Storia della Rivolu- 
zione Fasdsta, 1919-1929, 715. 

Chmelar, J., Political Parties in Czecho- 
slovakia, 807. 

Christie, 0. F., The Transition from 
Aristocracy, 1832-1867, 143. 

Church and State, the question of, 
in France, 497-501; in Italy, 716- 
721; separation of, in Soviet Russia, 
781-782. 

Church of England, headship of the, 
53. 

Churchill, Lord Randolph, resigna- 
tion of, from British cabinet, 76. 

Cippico, A., Italy: The Central Prob- 
lem of the Mediterranean, 727. 

City government, in England, 295- 
300; in France, 565-571; in Ger- 
many, 660-661; in Italy, 709-711. 
See also Local Government, 

Civil List, in England, 43. 

^ ‘ Civil party, ' ^ in French courts, 532 n. 

Civil Service in England, 90-104; in 
English cities, 297-298; in the Irish 
Free State, 332; in the French com- 
munes, 568; in Germany, 643-646; 
in Switzerland, 745-746. 

Clarke, John J., Local Govemmmi of 
the United Kingdom, 311. 

Clemenceau, on the impotence of the 
French presidency, 397; himself a 
presidential candidate, 406. 

Clericalism. See Church and State. 


Clive, Lord, on the spoils system in 
India, 95 

Closure, in the House of Commons. 
199. 

Coalition cabinets, in England, 87, 
244. ^ : 

Codes, the Napoleonic, 518-519; the 
Italian, 712. 

Coke, Sir Edward, speaker of, the 
.House of .Commons, 168. 

Cole, G. D. H., Labor in the Common- 
wealth, 84 n; The Future of Local 
Government, 

Collegial executive, in Prussia, 658: 
in Switzerland, 738-739. 

Colonial o,lfice, in England, '372. 

Colonies, of England, 356-377; of 
France, 572-587; of ■ Italy, ■■ 722- 
724. See also Dominions. 

Commissions, parliamentary, in 
France, 468-474. 

Committees, in the House of Com- 
mons, 175-178; in English borough 
councils, 297; in the French Cham- 
ber, 468-47 1 ; in the German Reichs- 
tag, 634-635; in Swiss Chambers, 
737. 

Common law, the development of, in 
England, 270-275. 

Commonwealth of Australia, govern- 
ment of the, 367-368. 

Commonwealth of Nations, See Do- 
minions, Colonies. 

Communes, government of the, in 
France, 565-569; in Italy, 709- 
711; in Switzerland, 755. 

Communism, in Italy, 685; in Russia, 
766-767, 777-778. 

Comptroller and auditor-general, the 
office of, in England, 234-235. 

Compulsory voting, in Switzerland, 
751. 

Concordat, termination of the, with 
France, 500; between Italy and 
papacy, 720. 

Congress of Vienna (1815), 590; and 
Italy, 678-679; and the Papal 
States, 716. 

Conservative party, in England, 
origin of, 239; its tenure of office, 
242, 245, 247; its composition, 
252-254; program of, 257-259. 

Consolidated Fund, in Great Britain, 
231-232. ^ 

Constituencies, parliamentary, in 
England, 145-146; ^‘nursing,” 156- 
157, 

Constitutional Year Book, 160. 

Constitution, of Great Britain, 1-14; 
of the Irish Free State, 324-332; 








INDEX 


825 


of the ' German Reich, 614-641; of 
Italy, 681-682; of Switzerland, 
730-731; of Russia (1905), 762; 
(1918), 767-769; of various newer 
states of Europe, 797-799. 

Gonstitutions of Clarendon (1164), 5. 

Consulate, in. France, 382. 

Contested elections, in England, 160. 

Coppola, Francesco, on Italy’s prob- 
lems, 716. , 

Corcos, F., Catechume de$ partis poli- 
tiques, 513. 

Corfe Castle, the pocket borough of, 

,.'134..:. " 

Corporations, in Italy, 690-691. 

Corrupt and Illegal Practices Act, 
in England, 159. 

Council of the Commune, in France, 
566. See also Boroughs, City 
Government, Local Government. 

Council of the Empire, in Russia, 
762. 

Council of the League of Nations, 
810. 

Council of the Prefecture, in France, 
543-544. ' 

Council of State, in France, 433-434; 
methods and services of, 544-547; 
in Italy, 714. 

Councilof States, in Switzerland, 734. 

County government, in England, 292- 
295. 

Coup d’etat o/ 1851, in France, by 
Louis Napoleon, 386-387. 

Court of Cassation, in France, 527- 
528; in Italy, 712, 714. 

Court of Conflicts, in France, 549. 

Courtesy titles, in Great Britain, 
108 n, 

Courtney, Lord, The Working Consti- 
tution of the United Kingdom, 59, 
88, 128. 

Courts, civil and criminal, in England, 
278-284; in Ireland, 332-333; in 
France, 523-536; in Germany, 637- 
639; in Italy, 713-714; in Switzer- 
land, 746; in Russia, 777. See 
also Administrative Courts. 

Cotitumes, the, in France, 516-517. 

Covenant of the League of Nations, 
809; provisions of, 814-815. 

Cox, Homersham, Reform Bills in 
me and 1867, 143. 

Crimean War, 388, 680. 

Crispi, Francesco, Italian prime min- 
ister, 684. 

Croce, Benadetto, Italy from 1871 to 
1915, 695. 

Cromwell, Oliver, and the Great Re- 
bellion, 32; orders the mace re- 


moved from the House of Com" 
mons, 206; relations of, with Ire- 
land, 317. 

Cromwell, Richard, 32. 

Cross, C. M. P., The Development of 
Self-Government in India, 1858- 
WU, 354. 

Crothers, Samuel M., on Irish ques- 
tion, 241. 

Crown, the, position and powers of, 
in Great Britain, 39-58; in Italy, 
697. 

Csekey, S., Vngarns Staatrecht nach 
demWeltkreig, S07, 

Curia Regis, the origin of the, 22; 
develops into cabinet, 60-61. 

Curti, T., Le referendum: histoire de la 
legislation populaire en Suisse, 758. 

Curtis, Lionel, The Problem of the 
Commonwealth, Z77. 

Curzon, Lord, British Government in 
India, 355. 

Customs, in relation to the British 
constitution, 4-5, 9. 

Czechoslovakia, the government of, 
796-806. 

Bail Eireann, in Ireland, 324-326. 

Dalton, H., Principles of Public Fi- 
nance, 235. 

Danes, invasion of England by the, 20. 

Daniels, H. G., The Rise of the German 
Republic, %IZ, G7Q. 

Dasent, A. I,, The Speakers of the 
House of Commons, 182. 

Davenport, E. H., Parliament and the 
Taxpayer, 2^5. 

Davis, H. W. C., England under the 
Normans and Angevins, 37. 

Dawes plan, 674. 

Dawson, W. H., Evolution of Modem 
Gemnany,^lZ. 

D’Azeglio, Massimo, on the ideals of 
Italy, 697. 

Debidour, Antonin, L’eglise cathoUque 
et Vetat sous la troisibne republique, 
1870-1906, 514. 

Debt limits, in English cities, 302. 

Debt, national, in Great Britain, 234; 
in Italy, 726; in Soviet Russia, 781. 

Declaration of the Rights of Man 
(1789), in France, 382. 

Decrees, the annulment of, in France, 
546-547; legislation by, in Italy, 
707-708. 

Defoe, Daniel, quoted, 113. 

Delbriick, Hans, Government and the 
WiU of the People, 613. 

Delius, K., Die Stellung der Beam- 
tenschaft im neuen Staat, 662. 



826 


INDEX 


Denby, Thomas Osborne, Earl of, 61- 

" 62. : 

Dennis, A. L. P., The Foreign Policies 
of Soviet Russia, 785. 

Departments, geographical, in France, 
656. 

Deschanel, Paul, President of the 
French Republic, 407; quoted, 431; 
Garnhetta, 396. 

Devaux, regime des decrets, 418. 

Dicey, Albert Venn, quoted, 60; on 
the liberty of the citizen, 287; on 
the nature of administrative law, 
537; The Law of the Constitution, 
15, 288, 550; The Privy Council, 
38, 88; Law and Public Opinion in 
England, 288. 

Dickinson, G. Lowes, Development of 
Parliament during the Nineteenth 
Century, 128; Revolution and Reac- 
tion in Modem France, 395. 

Dickinson, W. H., The Reform Act of 
1918, 143. 

Directeurs, in the French civil service, 
431-432. 

Disqualifications, from voting, in Eng- 
land, 142. 

Disraeli, Benjamin, prime minister 
of Great Britain, 49; becomes Earl 
of Beaconsfield, 115; his rivalry 
with Gladstone, 240-241. 

Dissolutions, of the French Chamber 
of Deputies, 412-413, 444-445. 

Dobb, Maurice, Russian Economic 
Development since the Revolution, 
785. 

Dodd, W. F., Modem Constitutions, 
613, 732 n, 789 

Dominion of Canada, the government 
of, 361-367. 

Dominions, and colonies of Great 
Britain, the courts of, 281-282; the 
government of, 356-377. 

Dominique, Pierre, Monsieur le parle- 
ment, 466. 

Doumergue, Gaston, President of the 
French Republic, 408. 

Downton, the pocket borough of, 134. 

Dreyfus, Captain Alfred, 496-497; 
Cinq ann6es de 7na vie, 514. 

Dual Monarchy. See Austria-Hun- 
gary. 

Duchene, Albert, La politique colonial 
de la France, 587, 

Duez, Paul, La responsaUlitS de la 
puissance publique, 435, 549. 

Duguit, L4on, TraiU de droit constitu- 
fionnel, 418; Law in the Modern 
State, 650; ^'The French Adminis- 
trative Courts,*’ 650. 


Duguit and Monier, Les. constiiutiom 
et les principales lots politiques de la 
France depuis 1789, 395-396. 

Duma, the Russian, 763-764. 

Dupriez, Leon, Les 'mmisires dans les 
principaux pays d Europe ' et 
d Amerique, 4M. 

Durham, John George Lambton,' first 
earl of, his report on Canada, 362- 
364. 

Dutrait-Crozon, Prids de F affaire 
Dreyfus, 514. 

Dyarchy, the, in India, ,349. ' 

East , India' Company,,, early experi- 
ments of,, in civil service, ' 95; its 
work, 336-341. . 

Easter Rebellion, in Ireland, 323. 

Eaton, Dorman B., The Civil Service 
of Great Britain, 104. 

Ebers, Godehard, Die Verfassung des. 
deutschen Reichs, 641. 

Ebert, Frederick, becomes German 
chancellor, 612; becomes President 
of the German Reich, 623; Ms 
death in office, 623. 

Ecole Coloniale, in Paris, 585-586. 

Economic councils, in Germany, 650- 
656. 

Edward the Confessor, last Saxon 
king of England, 20. 

Edward I, king of England, the ex- 
pansion of parliament under, 28. 

Edward VII, influence in foreign af- 
fairs, 56. 

Egerton, H. E,, Short History of 
British Colonial Policy, 377; Brit- 
ish Colonial Policy in the Twentieth 
Century, 377. 

Eisenmann, C., Dix ans dhisioire 
constitutionelle Autrichienne, 807. 

Elections, in England, 145-160; in 
France, 456-459; in Germany, 632- 
633; in Italy, 704-705. 

Electoz'al colleges, French senators 
chosen by, 438-439. 

Elizabeth, queen of England, rela- 
tions of, with parliament, 30-31. 

Elliott, W., Toryism in the Twentieth 
Century, 269. 

Elliott, W. Y., The Pragmatic Revolt 
in Politics, 696. 

Equity, the origin and growth of, 
275-276. 

Esmein, Adhemar, Droit constitu- 
tionnel franqais, 418, 435, 450. 

Established Church. See Church of 

^ England. 

Etat civil, in France, 453-454. 

Eugenie, empress of the French, 388. 



INDEX ^ 827 


Exchequerj origin of tlie, 24. 

Executive councii, in the Irish Free 
State, 'SSL,' ■ 

Expenditures. See 'Budget. 

Fabian Society, in England,; 268. 

Fairiie, John A., Bniish 'War Admiri'- 
istralion^ 66 n., 88. . 

..Faguet, Emile, quoted, 419. 

Fafiieres, Armand, President of the 
French Republic, ■ 406. ■ 

Farrer, J. A., The Monarchy in Poli-^ 
tics, 50 n, 59. 

Fascism, in Germany, 668; in Italy, 
intervention of, 686-688; political 
and economic organization under, 
689-691; philosophy of, 692; versus 
democracy, 693-694; relation to 
popular sovereignty, 694; present 
government under, 698-714. 

Fascist grand council, in Italy, 698- 
699, 704. 

Faure, Felix, President of the French 
Republic, 405-406. 

Federal Council, in Smtzerland, 740- 
745. . 

Feiling, Keith, History of ike Tory 
Party, 1640-1714, 250. 

Ferrari, F. L., Le regime fasdste Hal- 
im, 696. 

Ferri, 0. E., Aspeiii economid della 
vita Italiana, 727. 

Ferry, Jules, quoted, 488. 

Fife, R. H., German Empire between 
Two Wars, 613. 

Figgis, Darrell, The Irish Constitu- 
tion, 324 n, 335. 

Finance, parliamentary, 222-235. 

Finer, Herman, Foreign Governments 
at Work, 9 n; The British Civil 
Service, 101 n, 105; Representative 
Government and a Parliament of 
Industry, 655 n, 662. 

First Empire, the French, 383-384. 

Fisk, Harvey, French Public Finance, 
487. 

Fisk, Otis H., Gerniam/s Constitutions 
of 1871 and 1919, 613, 641. 

Fitzroy, M., The History of the Privy 
Coundl, 38. 

Fleiner, Fritz, Schweizeresches Bunde- 
sfaatsrecht, 757. 

Flora, F., La poliiim economica e fi- 
nanziaria del fasdsmo, 727. 

Foerster, F. W., Franco-American Rec- 
ondliation, 676. 

Foignet, Ren5, Manuel dementaire de 
legislation colonials, 587. 

Ford, Henry Jones, Representative Gov- 
ernment, 22 n. 


Foreign relations, control of, in Eng- 
land, 50-51. 

“Fountain of justice and honor,'' the 
king as, 52. 

Franchise Bill (1912), in England, 
147 n. 

Francis Joseph, emperor of Austria, 
789. 

Fran co-Prussian War (1870-1871), 
388, 594-595. 

Frankfort, convention of (1848), 591. 

Fraser, Sir Hugh, Representation of the 
People Acts, 1918-1921, 143; Law 
of Parliamentary Elections, 160. 

Frederick, German emperor^ 601. 

Frederick the Great, king oi Prussia, 
589. 

French East India Company, 337- 
338. 

Friedrichs, Karl, Grundzilge des Steur- 
rechts im Reich und in Preussen, 
662. 

Fueter, Eduard, Die Schweiz seit 
1848,7m. 

Fyfe, H., The British Liberal Party; 
an Historical Sketch, 250. 

Gambetta, L4on, 403; dictatorial 
methods of, 427; on the Chamber 
of Deputies, 454; his conflict with 
MacMahon, 492; as an anti- 
clerical, 499. 

Gandhi, Mahatma, and non-coopera- 
tion in India, 350-351 ; Young India, 
355. 

Gangway, the, in House of Commons, 
213. 

Gardiner, S. R., Constitutional Docu- 
ments of the Puritan Revolution, 38. 

Garner, J, W., Political Sdence and 
Government, 15; “Criminal Pro- 
cedure in France," 530 n, 536; 
“The French Judiciary," 536; 
“French Administrative Law," 
543 n. 

Gaus, J. M., Great Britain: A Study in 
Givic Loyalty, 269. 

Gay, H, N., Strenuous Italy, 696. 

Geldart, W. M., of English 

Law, 288. . 

General Council, in France, organiza- 
tion and work of the, 559, 561-562. 

GeneraUUs, in France, before the Rev- 
olution, 554. 

George I, king of England, 64. 

George III, king of England, his at- 
tempt to revive the personal influ- 
ence of the monarch, 65. 

George V, king of England, relations 
with his advisers, 50, 


828 


INDEX 


Germaa empire, rise and fall of, 688- 
612. 

Germany, tlie old government of, 
the new government of, 
614-641; new government at work, 
643-662; post-war problems of, 673- 
675. See also Prussia. 

Giacometti, Z., Das offent liche Eecht 
der Schweizeriscken Eidgenosseu’- 
schaftj 757. 

Gibbons, Herbert Adams, on the 
Hapsburg empire, 786. 

Gibson, A. H., British Finance^ 235. 

Gilbert and Sullivan, lolanthe^ quoted, 
106, 124. 

Gini, Corrado, ‘‘The Scientific Basis 
of Fascism,” 696. 

Giolitti, Giovanni, Italian statesman, 
684. 

Girault, A., Colonial Policy of France, 
587. 

Gladstone, William Ewart., on the dis- 
tinction between the king and the 
crown, 39; his relations with Queen 
Victoria, 49-50; on the position of 
the cabinet, 60; quoted, 85; de- 
clines peerage, 114; annual budget 
speech by, 225; his rivalry with 
Disraeli, 240-241; advocates Irish 
home rule, 242; Gleanings from Past 
Years, 

Glanvil, Ranulf, Tractaius de Legibus, 
272. 

Glasspool, A. J., The Corporation of 
the City of London, 311. 

Godefroy, Eugene, Le royaume d* Ita- 
lic, 715. 

Golden Bull, the (1222), 789. 

Government of India Act (1919), 
343-344. 

Governor-General, position of, in 
Canada, 364; in Australia, 368; 
in South Africa, 368. 

Graham, H., The Mother of Parlia- 
ments, 182, 221. 

Graham, Malbone W., New Govern- 
ments of Central Europe, 613, 642, 
807; New Governments of Eastern 
Europe, 7SB, 

Grand Remonstrance, the, 32, 62. 

Grattan, Henry, on Irish freedom, 318. 

Gray, Frank, The Confessions of a 
Candidate, 161. 

Great Britain, constitution of, 1-14; 
area and population of, 16-17; 
government of, 17-377. 

Great Council, 4-5. See also Mag- 
num Concilium, 

Green, William, translation of Italian 
Charter of Labor (1927), 689. 


Grettoo, R. H., The King^S ' Govern- 
ment, 38, ,88;, The /English MiMle 
Class, 

Gr6vy, Jules, . President of the French 
Republic, . 403-404; ,his connection 
with, the Wilson scandals, 493. . 

Grey, Earl, M emoirs, , 89. , 

Griffith, ' E. S., The Modern . Develop- 
ment of City Government in the 
United States, 311. 

Gronsky, P. P. and N., J. Astrov, 
The War and the Eusdan 'Govern- 
ment, 785. 

Guarantees, See Papal Guarantees. 

Guerard, Albert, “In the Realm of 
King Log,” 402 n; French Civiliza- 
tion in the Nineteenth Cetitimj, 514. 

Guest, L. H., The New British Empire, 
378. 

Guiileband, C. W., The Works Coun- 
cil: A German Experiment in Indus- 
trial Democracy, 662. 

Guy Fawkes, attempt of, to blow up 
the House of Commons, 204. 

Gwynn, S., The History of Ireland, 
335; The Irish Free State, 19t2- 
1927, 335. 

Haider, Carmen, Capital and Labor 
under Fascism, 715. 

Haig, R. M., The Public Finances of 
Post-War France, 4:S7. 

Haileybury, the training school at, 95. 

Haldane Report, the, 66 n. 

Hail, H. Duncan, The British Com- 
monwealth of Nations, 378. 

Hanotaux, Gabriel, Contemporary 
France, 395; UEmrgie frangaise, 
561. 

“Hansard,” 175. 

Hapsbm'g empire, the, 786-793. 

Harden, Maximilian, Germany, France 
and England, 676. 

Hardy, G., Histoire de la colonisation 
frangaise, 587. 

Harper, S. N., Civic Training in Soviet 
Russia, 785. 

Harris, P. A., London and Its Govern- 
ment, 311. 

Harris, W., History of the Radical 
Party in Parliament, 250. 

Hart, Albert Bushneli, quoted, 145. 

Haskins, Charles Homer, on English 
government before the Norman 
Conquest, 17-18. 

Hatschek, Julius, Das Beichstaatsrecht, 
642. 

Hauriou, Maurice, Precis de droit 
constitutionnel, 418, 435; Precis de 
droit administratif, 549. 



INDEX 829 


'■ Haiissmaim, H.,' Bie ■Buroreform^ 662. 

. . Hay^s, , Carleton J. H., British Social 
PoMiics^ 269; France: A Nation of 
PatriotSf 614, , 

Head of the .government, in Italy,. 698. 

.. Headlam, J. W., Msmarcfe, 613. 

■ Heath, F. G. The BMish Civil Serv- 

ice, 105. : 

; Heath, T. L., , The Tremuryj 77 
f .89, 223 235. 

^*Heckli,ng/^ in English elections, 157. 

Henderson,' Ernest,. History of 
'Germany^ 613. 

Henry II, king of England, his work, 
5, 23. 

Henry VIII, king of England, rela- 
tions of, with parliament, 30; con- 
fiscation of monastic lands by, 52. 
? Henry, R. M., The Evolution of Sinn 
' FeiUj 335. 

Heptarchy, the, 17. 

Herbertsoii, A. J., and O. J. Howard, 
The Oxford Survey of the British 
Empire, 377. 

Higgs, Henry, The Financial System of 
the United Kingdom, 223 n, 235. 

I High Court of Justice, in England, 
i 280. 

Hills, J. W., The Financial System of 
i the Unitea Kingdom, 235. 

Hindenburg, Paul von, becomes Pres- 
ident of the German Reich, 623. 
i: His, Eduard, Geschichte des neuern 

! Schweizerischeyi Siaatsrechts, 758. 

Hoag, C. G., and G, H. Hallett, Jr., 
i Proportional Representation, 161. 

Hobbs, A, 0. and F. J. Ogden, The 
’ Representation of the People Act, 

\ 143. 

Hobhouse, Leonard T., Liberalism, 
250. 

Hobson, S. G., Irish Home Rule, 235. 

; Hohenlohe, Prince von, German chan- 
cellor, 605. 

Holcombe, Arthur Norman, on the 
Webb plan, 263 n. 

Hoidsworth, Wilham S., History of 
English Law, 288; Some Lessons 

■ from Our Legal History, 288. 

Holy Roman Empire, the, 

Holy See, relations of, with Italian 

f overnment, 716-721, See also 
toman Question. 

Home Rule, Irish, the question of, 
241-242; progress of movement for, 

I 319-321. 

Home Secretary, office of, in England, 

? 79. 

I Hooker, Richard, on the limits of the 

I royal power. 39. 


Horher, Karl, Die Schweizerische Po- 
litik, 758. 

Horne, E. A., The Political System of 
British India, 346 n, 355. 

Horthy, Admiral, regent of Hungary, 
799. 

Plorwill, G., Proportional Representa- 
tion: Its Dangers and Defects, 161. 

House of Assembly, in South Africa, 
369. 

House of Commons, origin of the, 28; 
at the opening of the nineteenth 
century, 35; election of members to, 
145-160; development of, 162-163; 
present meeting place of, 163; sit- 
tings of, 167; speaker of, 168-171; 
rules of, 171-175; committees of, 
175-178; compared with House of 
Representatives, 179-181; odd ways 
in, 203-221 ; in Canada, 365-366. 

House of Lords, origin of, 28; tem- 
porary abolition of, 32; in the nine- 

• teenth century, 35; composition, 
organization, and powers of, 106- 
127; relations of, to appropriations, 
227; as a court, 280-281; Scottish 
peers in, 314-315. 

House of Peers, in France, during the 
restoration, 385; in Austria before 
the world war, 790. 

House of Representatives, American, 
compared with House of Commons, 
179-181,193-201. 

Howard, 6. E., German Empire, 613. 

Huddleston, Sisley, France and the 
French, 487, 514. 

Hudson, M. 0., The Permanent Court 
of International Justice, 819. 

Hue de Grais, Robert, Handbuch der 
Verfassung und Verwaltung in 
Preussen und dem deutschen Reiche, 
642. 

Hughes, W. M., The Splendid Adverv- 
ture, Z7S. 

Hullinger, E. W., The New Fascist 
State, 

Humphreys, J. H., Practical Aspects 
of Electoral Reform, 161, 

Hungary, old government of, 791- 
793; features in the new government 
of, 794, 797-806. 

Hungerford, Sir Thomas, speaker of 
House of Commons, 168. 

Ilbert, Sir Courtney, on early develop- 
ment of parliament, 16; Parlia- 
ment: Its History, Constitution and 
Practice, 201; Mechanics of Law- 
making, 202; Manual of Procedure 
in the Public Business of the House 



830 


INDEX 


of Commons^ 202; on two-party 
system, 248; Government of India, 
354. 

Ilbert, Sir Courtney and Lord Mes- 
ton, The New Constitution of India, 
354. 

Impeachment, in England, 117-1 IS; 
in France, 415, 445-446; in Ger- 
many, 623-624. 

Imperial conferences, 373. 

Imperial federation, 373. 

India, political history and govern- 
ment of, 336-354, 

Indian mutiny. Bee Sepoy mutiny. 

Indian National Congress, 343. 

Indictments, in France, 530-531. 

Indo-China, French, the government 
of, 581-582. 

Industrial Revolution, effect of, on 
English local government, 290-291. 

Initiative and referendum, in the 
Irish Free State, 329; in Germany, 
637; in Prussia, 657-658; in Swit- 
zerland, 749-754. 

Instrument of Government (1653), 5, 
32. 

International Health Office, 817. 

International Labor Organization, 
816-817. 

Interpellations, in the French Cham- 
bers, 483-486; in the German 
Reichstag, 636; in the Italian 
Chamber of Deputies, 741. 

Iraq, the government of, 371 n. 

Ireland, area and population of, 16; 
early history of, 316; union with 
England, 318; home rule movement 
in, 319-321; Sinn Fein movement 
in, 322-323; Treaty with (1821), 
324. Bee also Irish Free State, 
Ulster. 

Irish Free State, constitution and gov- 
ernment of, 324-334. 

Irish Nationalists, in the House of 
Commons, 210-211, 241-242. 

Italy, the history and old government 
of, 677-686; Fascist revolution in, 
686-695; present government of, 
697-714; problems of, at home and 
abroad, 716. 

Itinerant justices, in early England, 

Jackh, Ernst, The New Germany, 676. 

Jacques, L4on, Les partis politiques 
sous la iroisihme Hpuhlique, 513. 

James I, king of England, relations 
of, with parliament, 31. 

James II, Idng of England, relations 
with parliament, 32. . 


Jaures, 3,, Studies in Socialism, 514. 

Jebb, Richard,. The Empire in Eclipse, 
378. , ' 

Jefferson, Thomas, quoted, 54. 

Jenks, Edward, TheGommynent ofthe 
British Empire, 59, 88; Short His- 
tory of the English Law, 288; Book 
of English Law, 2SS. 

Jerrold, Laurence, France Today, 487. 

Jeze, Gaston, Principes gineraux du 
droit adminisiratif, 435,* 549; Cours 
de droit public, 435. 

John, king of England, 'develo.pment 
of parliament under, 24-25; grants 
Magna Carta, 25. 

Johnston, J,, Westminster Voices, 221. 

Johnston, R. M., The Cormmn, 518 m 

Jones, li,, Liberalism and the Mouse of 
Lords, 128. 

J.oyce, 'P. W., Concise History of : Ire- 
land, SS5. 

Judges. See Courts. 

Judicature Acts (1873-1876), 278. 

Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, 281-282. 

Juge dinstruction, in France, 530- 
531. 

Jugoslavia, the government of, 796- 
806. 

July Eevoliitioa (1830), 385. 

Jury, trial by. See Courts. 

Justice of the peace, in England, 279; 
in France, 524. 

Kaiser, the German, position and 
powers of, before the Revolution, 
599-602. 

“Kangaroo closure,’^ in the House of 
Commons, 199. 

Karl, emperor of Austria, 789 «. 

Kebblee, T. E., A History of Toryism, 
250. 

Keenleyside, H. L., Canada and the 
United States, 377. 

Keir, D. L., and Lawson, F. H., 
Cases in Constitutional Law, 8, 38. 

Keith, A. Berriedale, The Constitution, 
Adininisiration, and Laws of the 
Empire, 283 n, 377; Responsible 
Government in the Dominions, 377 ; 
The Sovereignty of the British Do^ 
minions, 377, 

Kelsen, H. Oesterreickisckes Staats- 
recht, 807. 

Kennedy, W. P. M., Constitution of 
Canada, 377. 

Kessler, Count Harry, Germany and 
Europe, 676. 

King, Bolton, History of Italian Unity, 
ISU-mi, 695. 



INDEX 831 


King, .Bolton and' T. Okey,. Italy To- 
day ^ 695. 

Knights of the shire, , in mediaeval 
England, 29. , 

Koniggratz (Sadowa), the battle of, 
593. 

Korff, Baron . Sergius A., Autocracy 
and Revolution in RussiUj 761 n, 
785. 

Krehbiel, E., on map of party lines 
.in Great Britain, 255 n. 

Kriiger, F., Government a7id Politics 
of the German Empire, 613. ■ 

Kiidela, J., La constitution de la re- 
publique Tchecoshvaque, 807. 

Laband, , Paul, Das Staatsrecht des 
deutschen Reiches, 613. 

Lab.or party, in England, its ■ origin 

' and growth, 243-245.; controls min- 
istry, 246, 248; its program, 255, 
259-264; national organization of, 
267-269; activity of, in municipal 
campaigns, 296. 

Labusquiere, J., La troisieme repub- 
lique, 1871-1900, 395. 

Lambie, Morris B., ^‘British Civil 
Service Personnel Administration,’^ 
105. 

Landesgemeinde, in Switzerland, 750- 
754. 

Landsdowne plan, for reform of the 
House of Lords, 121. 

Landtag, the, in Prussia, 657. 

Lantaigne, the Abbe, on the French 
presidency, 397. 

Laski, Harold J., on the relations of 
British ministers and permanent 
officials, 103. 

Lavisse, E., Hisioire de France, 395; 
Histoire de France coniemporaine, 
395. 

Law, Bonar, prime minister of Great 
Britain, 69, 244-245. 

Law of Separation (1906), 500, 

Law, the early development of, in 
England, 270-278; in France, 515- 
522. See also Administrative Law, 
Courts. 

League of Nations, admission of 
British Dominions to, 374-375; 
France a factor in, 512; Germany 
admitted to, 675; as a scheme of 
government, 808-817; relation of 
United States to, 818. 

Lecanuet, L. R. P., Ueglise de France 
sous la Seme repuhlique, 514, 

Lecky, W. E. H., quoted, 145, 

Lee, Ivy, Present-Day Russia, 785. 

Lenin, Nikolai, 766. 


Lenthal, Sir William, speaker of the 
House of Commons, 168. 

Leo XIII, Pope, attitude of, towards 
Italian government, 718. 

Lesseps, Ferdinand de, 495-496. 

Leyret, Henri, Le president de la 
repuhlique, 418; Le gouvernement 
et le parlement, 466. 

Liberal party, in England, origin of, 
239-240; composition and program 
of, 254-259. 

Liberal-Unionists, origin of the, 242. 

Libya, control of, by Italy, 722-723. 

Lion, A., The Pedigree of Fascism, 
696. 

Lloyd George, David, quoted, 66, 
356; his quarrel with the House of 
Lords, 119; becomes prime minis- 
ter, 87, 244. 

Local Government Act (1888), 292. 

Local government, in England, its 
origins, 19-20; development and 
present arrangement, 289-310; in 
Irish Free State, 333-334; in 
France, 551-571 ; in Germany, 659- 
661; in Italy, 709-711; in Switzer- 
land, 754-755. See afeo City Gov- 
ernment. 

Locarno Pact, 675. 

London County Council, the, 306- 
307; Annual Reports, 311. 

London Government Act (1899), 308. 

London, the present government of, 
304-310. 

Lord Chancellor, office of, in England, 
77-78. 

Lord Mayor of London, 306. 

Lord, Robert H., The Origins of the 
War of 1870, 595 n. 

Lords of Appeal, in England, 110- 
111,280-281. 

Loubet, Emile, President of the 
French Republic, 406. 

Louis XIV, king of France, political 
centralization under, 380-381. 

Louis XVIII, king of France, resto- 
ration of, 385. 

Louis Napoleon. See Napoleon III. 

Louis Philippe, king of France, 385. 

Lovett, Sir Verney, India, 354; A 
History of the Indian Nationalist 
Movement, Z5B. 

Low, Sir Sidney, quoted, 51, 91; The 
Governance of England, 15, 59, 88, 
105. 

Lowell, A. Lawence, on English 
political parties, 238 n, 251; on 
disorders in the French Chamber 
of Deputies, 451; on the disinte- 
gration of French political parties, 



832 


INDEX 


509; The Government of England, 
14, 59, 88, 128, 191 n, 250, 288; 
Governments and Parties in Con^ 
iinental Europe, 613, 789 n. 

Lubersac, G. de, Les pouvoirs con- 
siiiuiiormels du President de la Re- 
publique, 418. 

Luce, Eobert, Legislative Procedure, 
182, 198 n, 202; Congress: an Ex- 
planation, 202. 

Lucy, Sir Henry, quoted, 209; Lords 
and Commoners, 182, 212 n, 215 n, 
221 . 

Ludwig, Emil, Bismarck, 613. 

Liimmis, E., The Speakers Chair, 221. 

Liit2, E. H., The German Revolution, 
613. 

Lyall, Sir Alfred, and Expansion 
of British Dominion in India, 354. 

Macaulay, Lord, report on Indian 
civil service, 96; quoted, 575. 

MacDonagh, Michael, The English 
King, 59; The Pageant of Parlia- 
ment, 160, 182, 205 n, 221. 

MacDonald, J. Eamsay, prime min- 
ister of Great Britain, 68-69, 246, 
248; A Policy for the Labour Party, 
250, 261 n; Socialism and Govern- 
ment, 261; The Government of India, 
355. 

Macdonald, William, A New Consti- 
tution for a New America, 774 n. 

Mace, the, in the House of Commons, 
205-207. 

MacMahon, Patrice-Maurice, Mar- 
shal of France and President of the 
Republic, 390; ancestry and polit- 
ical inclinations, 402; resignation of, 
403; dissolution of the French 
Chamber by, 412; relation of, to the 
Right in Prance, 491. 

Macy, Jesse, Nature of the English 
Constitution, 15. 

Madagascar, the government of, 581. 

Madison, James, on the power of the 
purse, 222; predicts supremacy of 
the American House of Represent- 
atives, 447. 

Magna Carta, the granting of, 25-26; 
on trial by peers, 115; no suffrage 
provisions in, 131; quoted, 270. 

Magnum Concilium, or Great Coun- 
cil, in mediaeval England, 22, 

Maine, Sir Henrjr, quoted, 397. 

Maire, office of, in France, 566-568. 

Maitland, F. W., Constitutional His- 
tory of England, 18 n; Domesday 
Book and Beyond, 515 n. 

Maitland, F. W., and F. C. Monta- 


gue, Sketch of English Legal His- 
tory, 288. 

Malmsbury, the borough of, 134. 

Malta, the government of, 369. 

Mandated territories, the government 
of, 370. 

Mandates, under League of Nations, i 

816. I 

Maret, Henri, Le -parlonent, 466. * 

Mariol, Henri, Abregce de legislation 
col(mmh,5S7. 

Marlborough, Sarah, Duchess of, 51 n. 

Marriott, Bir John A, R., English 
Political InstiiutioTis, 15, 59,' 88, 

128; Mechanism of the Modern 
sme, 15, 59, SS, 105, 12S, 181, 2SS; 
Second Chambers, 128. 

Marshall, Chief Justice John, on the ( 

power to tax, 222. ^ 

Marx, Karl, influence of, in Russia, t 

761; organizes the First Interna- I 

tionale, 782. j 

Marx, Wilhelm, . eandidate for the, | 

German presidency, 623. ^ | 

Masaryk, Dr. Thomas G., President . : 

of Czechoslovakia, 800. 

Masterman, C. F. G., Hoto England is ' 

Governed, 188 n; The Nets Liberal- - , 

is7n, 250. ! 

Mat tern, Johannes, Principles of the 
Constitutional Jimspruimce of the 
German National Republic, ',618 n, 

642. 

Matthew of Paris, on the beginnings 
of parliament, 27 n, 

Mavor, James, Economic History of 
Russia, 785. 

Maxwell, B. W., Contemporary Mu- 
nicipal Government of Gmnany, 662. 

May, Sir Thomas Erskine, Treatise on 
the Law, Privileges, Proceedings and 
Usages of Parliament, 128, 182, 201. 

May, Sir Thomas Erskine and Hol- 
land, Sir Thomas, Constitutional 
History of England, 37, 127. 

McBain, H. L. and Lindsay Rogers, 

The New Constitutions oj Europe, 

121 n, 128, 391 n, 455 n, 641, 657 n, 
785,807. 

McGuire, C. E., Italy’s International 
Economic PosiMon, 696, 727. 

McIIwain, C. H., The High Court of 
Parliament, 37, 273 n, 288. 

Mclnnes, C. M., The British Empire 
and its Unsolved Problems, 378. 

McKay, Robert A., The Unreformed 
Senate of Canada, 365 n. 

McKechnie, W. S., Magna Carta, 

26 n; The Reform of the House of 
Lords, 128. 



INDEX 


833 


McNeill, J. G. S., Studies in the Con-- 
stitution of the Irish Free State, 335. 

MeggM,, A., Le domaine colonial de la 
France; ses ressources et ses besoim, 
587. 

Meisseer,, Otto,„ Das neue Staatsrecht 
des Reichs und seiner Lander, 641, 

Member-couEtries, in tlie League of' 
.Nations, 810; equal representation 
of, in Assembly, 813-814; unani- 
mous vote of, 814. 

Merignhac, A., Precis de legislation 
et dl economic coloniale, 587, 

Merit system, in France, 432. See also 
Civil^ Service. 

Mermeix, A., La? coulisses du hmlan- 
gisme, 514. 

Mesopotamia, the government of, 

■' 371 7^. ■ 

Metropolitan police of London, 310. 

Metternich, Prince, Austrian states- 
man, 787-788. 

'exico, the French expedition to, 
388. 

Meydendorff, A., Background of the 
Russian Revolution, 785. 

Meyer, E., Der Polnische Staat, seine 
Verwaltung und sein Recht, 807. 

Michels, R. K., Cartels, Combines and 
Trusts in Post-War Germany, 676. 

Miklas, Wilhelm, President of Aus- 
tria, 800. 

Military system, the Swiss, 755-756. 

Mill, John Stuart, quoted, 106, 129; 
Representative Government, 128. 

Milierand, Alexandre, President of 
the French Republic, 407-408; di- 
vides Socialist party in France, 
502-503. 

Ministerial responsibility in England, 
84-85, 249; in the Irish Free State, 
331-332; in Canada, 364; in France, 
417, 428-430; relation of inter- 
pellations to, 485; in Germany, 
627-628; in Italy, 697-698; in 
Switzerland, 740-743. 

Ministry, the, in England, 67; in 
Southern Ireland, 331-332; in 
France, 419-434; in the German 
Reich, 627-628; in Italy, 697-699; 
in Switzerland, 740-743. See also 
Cabinet. 

Minutes of Evidence Taken before the 
Royal Commission on Local Gov- 
ernment, 311. 

Model Parliament, the (1295), 28. 

Moderates, in France, 492. 

Moltke, Hellmuth von, 595. 

Mommsen, Theodor, on the dyarchy, 
349. 


Monarchy. 8fce Crown. 

Montagu-Chelmsford Report, 343 re- 

Montesquieu, Baron, doctrine of divi- 
sion of powers, 44; quoted, 379, 467. 

Montfort, Simon de, 27-28. 

Monypenny and Buckle, Life of Ben- 
jamin Disraeli, 89. 

Moore, W. H., The Constitution of the 
Commonwealth of Australia, 377. 

More, Sir Thomas, Speaker of the 
House of Commons, 168. 

Morgan, J, H., The House of Lords 
and the Constitution, 128, 

Morgand, Leon, La hi municipale, 
565 n, 571. 

Morley, John, Life of Gladstone, SQ. 

Morocco, relations of France with, 
579-581. 

Morris, H. L., Parliamentary Fran- 
chise Reform in England from 1885 
to 1918, UZ, 

Morris, W. O’C., Ireland 1494-1905, 
335. 

Moses. Robert, The Civil Service of 
Great Britain, 94 98 n, 104. 

Most, Otto, Die deutsche Stadt und 
ihre Verwaltung, 662. 

Moulton, H. G., and G. E. Mc- 
Guire, GermanFs Capacity to Pay, 
676. 

Moyetch, S., Leparlementeconomique, 
662. 

M uel, L., Les ministerielles en 
France de 1895 d 1898, 435. 

Muir, Ramsay, on the power of the 
bureaucracy, 90; on power of cab- 
inet, 198; How Britain is Gov- 
erned, 88, 91 n, 105, 128, 250; Peers 
and Bureaucrats, 128; Liberalism 
and Industry, 250. 

Multiple-party system, in France, 
504; in Germany, 666-668. 

Municipal ownership in English cities, 
302-303, 

Municipal Ref omers, in London elec- 
tions, 307. N 

Munro, W. B., The Makers of the 
Unwritten Constitution, 7 n; Gov- 
ernment of the United States, 177 n, 
291 n; Invisible Government, 245 
Governmerd of European Cities, 
305 n, 311, 571, 662; American In- 
fluences on Canadian Government, 
364 

Munro, William B., and Arthur N. 
Holcombe, English translation of 
the new German constitution, 641. 

Mussolini, Benito, Italian prime min- 
ister and fascist leader, 686-688; 
My Autobiography, 696. 



834 


INDEX 


Namier, L. The Structure of Poli- 
tics at the Accession of George III^ 
143. 

Napoleon I, installed as first consul, 
383; as statesman, 384; his law 
codes, 51S“519; reorganization of 
local government by, 555; colonial 
ambitions of, 576; conquest of 
Prussia by, 589-590; relation of, 
to Italy, 678; to Switzerland, 729; 
to Russia, 760. 

Napoleon III, emperor of the French, 
387-388; in the War of 1859, 595; 
protection of the Pope by, 681; 
withdraws troops from Rome 
(1870), 717. 

Nathan, M., The South African Coin- 
mormealth, 377. 

Nation, Manfred, Empire Govermnent, 
378. 

National Assembly, in France, 389; 
makes constitutional amendments, 
393-394; elects presidents, 397-402. 

National bloc, in France, 505. 

National Council, in Switzerland, 
734-736. 

National Economic Council, in Ger- 
many, 652-656. 

National Liberal Federation, in Eng- 
land, 266-267. 

National Union of Conservative Asso- 
ciations, 266-267. 

Nationalists, in Ireland, 320; in Ger- 
many, 666-668. 

Nepotism, in the French oiSScial serv- 
ice, 432-433. 

New, Chester W"., Lord Durhaniy 
363 n. 

New economic policy (NEP), in Rus- 
sia, 779-781, 783. 

Newshoime, A,, The Ministry of 
Health, 89. 

Newton, A. P., Select Documents Re- 
lating to the Union of South Afnca, 
377. 

Noel, H., V administration de la 
France, 435. 

Nominations, in England, 145-150; 
in France, 455-456; in Italy, 702- 
704. 

Non-Cooperators, in India, 350- 
351. 

Non Licet, the decree (1895), 718. 

Non-resident candidates, in England, 
149-150. 

Norman Conquest of England, effects 
of the, on English government, 20- 
22; on English law, 271-272. 

North German Confederation, 1866- 
1871,594. 


O’Conneii, Daniel, pleads for Catho- 
lic Emancipation, 213. 

O’Connor, T. P., quoted, 183. 

Octroi, in France, 3S1. 

O’Donnell, F. H., History of ike Irish 
ParUanientary 'Party, '250, 335., 

Official liability, 539, 

^‘Official pew” in the House of Com- 
mons, 208. 

Ogg, F. A., English Gomrnmerit and 
Politics, 14, 59, 88, 105, 128, 144, 
182, 250, 288. 

Old Bailey, in London, 279, 

Old Sarum, borough of, 134. 

Oman, Charles, England before ike 
Normmi Conquest, 

Onimus, J., Questiom et interpella- 
tions, 487; Precis Hern eni air e de 
legislation, financiere, 487. 

Oppenheimer, H., The Constitution o/ 
the German Rejmblie, 642. 

Opportunists, in, France, 492. 

Opposition, the, in the blouse of Com- 
.rnons, 36. 

Opposition Bench, in the House of 
Commons, 208. 

Oratory, the decline of, in legislative 
chambers, 200-201. 

Orders, administrative, in England, 
192-193. 

Orders in council, 45. 

Ordinance power, in France, 411-412; 
in Switzerland, 742. 

Orleans, the dynasty of, restored in 
France (1830), 385. 

Orsi, Pietro, Camur and the Making 
of Modern Italy, 1810-1861, 695. 

Ostrogorski, M., Democracy and the 
Organization of Political Parties, 
250. 

Paine, Tom, on basis of constitution, 3. 

Pairs and pairing, in the House of 
Commons, 214-215. 

Pale, the, in Ireland, 316. 

Palestine, the government of, 371 n. 

Palmer, F. B., Peerage Lazo in Eng- 
land, 128. 

Palmerston, ^ Lord, dismissed from 
British ministry, 85; quoted, 92. 

Pankhurst, Emmeline, illy Own Story, 
144. 

Pannier, Karl, Die Verfassung des 
deutschen Reichs vom 11 August, 
1919, 641. 

Papacy, relations of, with the Italian 
government, 7 16-72 L 

Papal Guarantees, Law of the, 717- 
718. 

Papal States, 716-717. 


INDEX 835 


PariSj the government of, -570-571. 

Park, J, .H., The English Reform Bill 
of 1867, UZ. 

Parkmaa, Francis, on French Canada, 
575. 

Parliament Act (1911), 36,. 119-120, 
227. 

Parliaaient, ear!}?- development of, 27; 

early powers of, 29-30; method of 
„ summoning, 46. See aho House of 
Lords, House of Com,mons. 

Parliament of Paris, in France, 436. 

Parliamentary agents,' in England,' 
191-192. 

Parliamentary procedure, in, England, 
183-201; ill Ireland, ' 328-330; in 
France, 467-4S6; in Germany, 634- 
636; in Italy, 706-708; in Switzer- 
land, 737-738; in newer states of 
Europe, SO 1-803. 

Parnell, Chaiies Stewart, leader .of the 
Irish , Nationalists, 242. 

Parties, . political, in England, early 
history, 36 ; later development, 236- 
250; present organization and pro- 
grams, 251-269; in London elec- 
tions, 307 ; in the Irish Free State, 
333; in Canada, 366-367; in France, 
488'-5.13; in Germany, 663-673; in 
Italy, 6S2-68S; in .Switzerland, 747- 
749; in newer countries of Europe, 
805. . . ■' 

Pease, Edward, FHstonj of the Fabian 
Societ'!/, 269. 

Peel, Sir Robert, controversy with 
Queen Victoria, 51 n. 

Peerage, in Great Britain, 106-109. 

Pennachio, Alberto, The Corporative 
State, 715. 

Pepys, Samuel, Diary of, 212. 

Percy, E., The Privy Council under 
the Tudors, 38. 

Peretiatkowich, A., “La constitution 
polonaise,” 807. 

Perigord, .Paul, The Internatiofial 
Labor Organization, 819. 

Permanent' Court of International 
Justice, 812-813, 

Pernot, M., UAllemagne ajoiird^hui, 
676. 

Peter the Great, Russian emperor, 760. 

Petition of Right, 31. 

Petitions, presentation of, in the 
House of Commons, 215. 

Phillips, W- Alison, The Revolution in 
Ireland, 1906-1923, 324 n, 335. 

Picquet, V., Colonisation frangaise, 
587. 

Pierre, E., Les lots consiitutionelles de 
la republique frangaise, 396; Traitc 


de droit politique, electoral, et parle- 
mentaire, 46^, 

Pigou, A. C., A Study in Public Fi-- 
nance, 235, 

Pike, Luke O., Constitutional History 
of the House of Lords, 127; Political 
History of the House of Lords, 127. 

Pillai, P. P., Economic Conditions in 
India, 355. 

Pitt, William, on the unreformed 
House of Commons, 135. 

PitPs India Act (1784), 339-340. 

Pius IX, Pope, and the Papal States, 
717. 

Placemen Act ( 1705), 219. 

“Pocket boroughs,” prior to 1832, 
134-135. 

Podesta, office of, in Italy, 710-711. 

Poincard, Raymond, President of the 
French Republic, 406; quoted, 419; 
on the work of a French minister, 
425; How France is Governed, 396, 
520n. 

Poland, history and government of, 
794-806. 

Police, metropolitan, in London, 310. 

Pollard, A. F., History of England from 
the Accession of Edward VI to the 
Death of Elizabeth, 37; The Evolu- 
tion of Parliament, 37, 209 n. 

Pollock, James K., Jr., “The German 
Party System,” 670 n, 676. 

Pollock, Sir Frederick, Expansion of 
the Common Law, 272 n. 

Pollock, Sir Frederick, and F. W. 
Maitland, History of English Law, 
37. ;■ 

Pope, the, relations with Italian gov- 
ernment, 71^721. 

Popolare, in Italy, 718-719. 

Porritt, E., The Fiscal and Diplomatic 
Freedom of the British Dominions, 
378. 

Porritt, Edward and Annie G., The 
Unreformed House of Commons: 
Parliamentary Representation be- 
fore 1833, 143. 

Potter, P. B., Introduction to the Study 
of Intemaiional Organization, 819. 

Poyning^s Law, 316. 

Prefect, office of, in France, 556-561; 
in Italy, 709. 

Pref erential tariffs, 375 . 

President of the French Chamber, 468. 

President of the French Senate, 443. 

President of the German Reich, 622- 
626. 

President of the Republic, the office 
of, in France, 397-408; powers of, 
409-418. 


836 


INDEX 


President of the Swiss Confederation, 

7m, 

Prime minister, office of, in Great 
Britain, 68-70; in France, 420-422. 
See also Ministry, Ministerial Re- 
sponsibility, 

Primrose League, in England, 268. 

Prince of Wales, 42; as a member of 
the peerage, 107. 

Private bills, absence of, in Congress, 
180; in the House of Commons, 184, 
188-191. 

Private members’ bills, in the House 
of Commons, 184, 187-188; in 
France, 472-473. 

Privy council, in England during the 
Tudor and Stuart periods, 33; 
present organization of, 63. 

Procedure. See Parliamentary pro- 
cedure. 

Progressives, in London elections, 
307. 

Proportional representation, in Eng- 
land, 154; in France, 455; in Ger- 
many, 631-633; in the newer Euro- 
pean countries, 803-804. 

Protected States, in India, 352-353. 

Protectorates, the government of, 
369-370. 

Prothero, G. W.<, Select Statutes and 
Other Constitutional Documents^ 38. 

Provinces, in Italy, the government 
of, 709. 

Provisional orders, the system of, in 
England, 192-193. 

Provisions of Oxford (1259), 5. 

Prussia, the rise of, 589-598; influ- 
ence of, in the old German govern- 
ment, 608; proposed dismember- 
ment of, 616-617; present govern- 
ment of, 655-659. 

Quaranta di San Severino, Bernardo, 
Mussolini as Revealed in Ms Polit- 
ical Speeches^ 708. 

Quarter Sessions, courts of, in Eng- 
land, 279. 

Queckett, A. S., The Constitution of 
Northern I relandj 335. 

* ^ Question hour” in the House of Com- 
mons, 172-175, 195-196. 

Quigley, H. S., From Versailles to Lo- 
carno, 819. 

Quigley, H., and R. T. Clark, Repub- 
lican Germany, 642, 676. 

Raiga, Eugene, and Maurice Fdlix, 
Le regime administraiif et financier 
du departement de la Seine et de la 
ville de Paris, 571. 


Rambaud,' Alfred, MMory of Russia, 
784. 

Raya, Lajpat, PoUiical Future of In- 
dia, 

Recall, of the German President, 624. 

Recouly, Raymond, La troisieme^ re- 
puMtque,S%. 

Rediich, Josef, on the nature of the 
British constitution, T; The Pro- 
cedure of the House of Commons, 182, 
201 . ■ , 

Rediich, Josef, and F. W. Hirst, LocM 
Government in England, 311. 

Red Terror, the, »389. 

Redistribution commissions, in Eng- 
land, 145-146. 

Reform' Act of 1832, 35, 137; of.. 1867,, 
137-138., 

Regencies, the rules relating , to, in 
England, 42, , 

Regulating' Act, the (1776), 339. 

Reich. See Ger,m.any. 

Reichsrat, the German, 629-631. 

Reichstag, under the old German 
government, 606-607; present or- 
ganization and powers, of, 631-637. 

Reinach, J., Histoire de Faffaire Drey- 
fus, 514. 

Reinhold, P. P,, The Economic, Fi- 
nancial and PoUiical State of Ger- 
many since the If a?*, 676. 

Reparations, German, 673-675. 

Reporters, in the French Chambers, 
473-474. ■ 

Representation of the People Act 
(1918), 139-141. 

Republicans, in Ireland, 333. 

Returning officers, at British elec- 
tions, 148-149. 

Revenues. See Budget. 

Revolution of 1688 closes Stuart era 
in England, 39. 

Revolution, the Fascist, in Italy, 683- 
695. 

Revolution, the first Russian, 765; 
the second Russian, 765-766; com- 
pared with French, 783-784. 

Revolution, the French (1789), 380- 
382; effect on legal system, 515- 
522; on local government, 553-555; 
compared with Russian (1917), 
783-784. 

Revolution, the German (1918), 608- 
612. 

Revolution, the July (1830), in 
France, 385. 

Riddell, W, R., The Canadian Con- 
stitution in Form and in Fact, 377. 

** Riders” to appropriation bills, in 
France, 480-481. 



INDEX 


837 ' 


.Rivet Law, in France (1871), 390., 

Roberts, G. B,., The Functions of an 
English Second Chamber j 128. 

Roberts, Steplien H., History of 

'■ French Colonial Policy, 1870-1926, 

■ 587. 

.Robertson, Alexander, Mussolini and 

' the New Italy, 696, 715. 

Robertson, C. G., Select Statutes, 
Cases and Documents to Illustrate 
Eiiglish Constitutional History, 38. 

Robespierre, 3S2. 

Robinson, H. J., The Power of the 
Purse, 37, 235. 

Robson, W. A., From. Patronage to 
Proficiency in the Public Service, 
105. 

Rocco, Alfredo, on fascist doctrine, 
677; The Political Doctrine of Fas- 
693 695. 

Rogers, Lindsay, ^^Parliamentary 
Commissions in France,” 470; The 
French Parliamentary System., 487, 

. 514. 

Roman law, influence of, in England, 
270-271., 

Roman question, the, 71 6-72 1 . 

Romans, occupation of England by 
the, .17. 

Rome, government of, 711-712. 

Roosevelt, Theodore, quoted, 336. 

Rose, J. Holland, The Rise and Growth 
of Democracy in Great Britain, 143; 
Political History of Germany in the 
Nineteenth Century, 613. 

Rosenberg, A., Die Entstehung der 
deutschen Repuhlik, 613. 

Roses, Wars of the, 30. 

Ross, Edward A., The Russian Soviet 
Republic, 785. 

Rothstein, Andrew, The Soviet Con- 
stitution, 785; Soviet Russia, 785. 

‘^Rotten boroughs,” prior to 1832, 
133-134. 

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques, quoted, 467. 

Rowell, N. W., The British Empire 
and W orld Peace, 378. 

Royal assent, in England, how given, 
46-48. 

Ruhr, occupation of the, 674. 

Rumania, the government of, 796-806. 

Rural districts, in England, 295. 

Russia, the history and present gov- 
ernment of, 759-784. 

Russian- Japanese War (1904-05), 
76L 

Sabatier, Paul, Disestablishment in 
France, 514. 

Sacred Union, in France, 501, 505. 


Sadowa. See Kdniggratz. 

Saint-Beuve, quoted, 380. 

Sait, E. M., The Government and 
Politics of France, 396, 418, 450, 
514. 

Sait, E. M. and D. P. Barrows, 
British Politics in Transition, 56 n, 
87 n, 89, 105, 144, 323 n, 343 w, 

Salisbury, Lord, prime minister of 
Great Britain, 76. 

Saloman, F., Die deutschen Parteiprch 
gramme, Q76, 

Saivemini, G., The Fascist Dictator-^ 
ship, 696. 

Sapre, B. G., The Growth of the Indian 
Constitution and Administration, 
354. 

Sapru, Sir T. B., The Indian Uow- 
stitution, 355. 

Sardinia-Piedmont, the kingdom of, 
679-681. 

Sarraut, A., Mise en valeur des colonies 
frangaise, 586. 

Schacht, Hjalmar, Die Stabilisienmg 
der Mark, 676. 

Scheidemann, Philip, becomes Ger- 
man chancellor, 615. 

Schneider, H. W., Making the Fascist 
State, em, 727. 

Scholefieid, 6., Encyclopedia of Local 
Government Law, Zll. 

Schulze, R. and E. Wagner, Reichs- 
haiwhaUsordung,QQ2, 

Scotland, parliamentary union of, 
with England, 36; represented in 
British ministry, 80; the peerage 
of, 109; present government of, 
312-315. 

Scrutin de liste, in France, 454-465. 

Second Chamber, Report of the Con- 
ference on the Reform of the Second 
Chamber, 128>. 

Second Empire, in France (1852- 
1870), 387-388. 

Second Republic, in France (1848- 
1852), 386-387. 

Sicretaire demairie, in France, 568. 

Secretariat, of the English cabinet, 
81-82. 

Secretariat, of the League of Nations, 
811-812. 

Secretary of State, office of, in Eng- 
land, 78-80. 

Seeley, Sir John, Expansion of Eng- 
land, 377. 

Seger, J. L., Parliamentary Elec- 
tions under the Reform Act of 
1918, 143. 

Seignobos, Charles, U^volution de la 
traisihme repuhlique, 395. 



838 


INDEX 


Seise Mai, the affair of, 412-413. 

Selby-Bigge, Sir Lewis Amherst, The 
Board 0 / Education, S9. 

Senate, the Irish, 326-327; the Ca- 
nadian, 365; the Australian, 36S; 
the South African, 369; the French, 
436-450; the Italian, 700-701. 
See also Council of States, House of 
Lords, Reiehsrat. 

Senlac, the battle of (1066), 20. 

Separation of powers, the doctrine of, 
44. 

Sepoy mutinj^, 340-341. 

Serbia. See Jugoslavia. 

Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, the king- 
dom of, 796-806. See also Jugo- 
slavia. 

Sering, Max, Germany under the 
Dawes Plan, 676. 

Seton, M. C. C., The Indian Office, 
89. 

Seymour, Charles, Electoral Reform 
in England and Wales, 143. 

Seymour, Charles and Donald P. 
Frary, How the World Votes, 129 7i, 
143. 

Shakespeare, William, on the insular 
position of England, 3. 

Shepherd, E. C., The Fixing of Wages 
in Government Eniplotjment, 105. 

Sheriff, office of, under the Normans, 

21 . 

Shire, the, in Saxon England, 19. 

Shot well, James T., “The Political 
Capacity of the French,” 433 n. 

Siegfried, Andre, on French Chamber 
of Deputies, 451, 462; quoted, 510; 
France^ A Study in Nationality, 5 14. 

Simon Commission (1930), Report of 
the Indian Statutory Co^nmission, 
351-352,353-354. 

Simon, E. D., A City Council from 
Witkm,dlh 

Simon, J,, Le gouvernemmt de 
M. Thiers, 396. 

Sinn Fein, and the Irish question, 
322-323. 

Smith, G. B., History of the English 
Parliament, Z7. 

Smith, H. B. Lees, Second Chambers 
in Theory and in Practice, 121 n, 
128; Encyclopedia of ike Labour 
Movement, 250. 

Smith, H. C., The Board of Trade, 89. 

Smith, H, E., Municipal and Local 
Government Law, 311. 

Social Democrats, in Germany dur- 
ing the war, 609-612; present posi- 
tion of, 665; in Switzerland, 748; 
in pre-war Russia, 761-762. 


Socialism, the grovdh of, in France, 
502-504; in Italy, 684-686. 

Solmi, A., The Making of Modern 
.. Italy, 695. 

Soitau, R. li., French ■ Pm'ties ' and 
PoHiics, 514. 

Sonderbund, the . War of the, in Swit- 
zerland, 730. 

South Africa, the Union of, 36S- 
369. 

Southern Ireland. See Ireland,' Irish 
Free State. ^ ' , 

Southern Rhodesia, the government, 
of, 369. 

Soviet, origin of the, 765-766. ; See 
n&o Russia.' ^ , 

'Speaker of House of Commons, 168- 
171; of the House of Eopresenta- 
tives, 179. 

Spencer, A. W., Modern French Legal 
Philosophy, 536. 

Spender, J. A., The F-ublic Life, 
269. 

Spengler, Oswald, The Decline of the 
671 n. 

Spheres of influence, 370. 

Spiritual peers, in England, 110. 

Spoils system. See Civil Service. 

Staatsgrundgesetze, the Austrian, ,789. 

Staatsrat, the, in Prussia, 657. 

Stalin, Joseph, president of Council 
of Commissars, in Russia, 770. 

Statesman's Year Book, 378. 

Statute, the Italian, 679; general char- 
acter of, 681-682. 

Stier-Somlo, Fritz, Die X^erfassimg 
des deiitschen Eeiehs, 641, 

Stourm, Rene, Le budget, 487. 

Strachey, R., The Cause; A Short 
History of the Womerds Movement 
in Great Britain, 144. 

Stubbs, William, Select Charters and 
Other Illustrations of English Con- 
stitutional History, 27 n, 38; Con- 
stiiuiional History of Englaiid, 37. 

Sturzo, L., Italy and Fascismo, 696. 

Subprefeets, in France, 564. 

Succession, rules of, to British crovm, 
41; to title of nobility, 111. 

Suffrage, the, in Great Britain, early 
history of, 129-135; reform of, 
135-139; present rules relating to, 
139-143; in Canada, 366; in India, 
346; in France, 421-422; in Italy, 
708; in Soviet Russia, 768. 

Sunderland's Junto, 64. 

Sweetman, E., Australian Constitu- 
tional Development, 377. 

Switzerland, the history and govern- 
ment of, 728-757. 



INDEX 839 


Syndicai associations, in Italy, 689- 
691 . 

Syria, ■ governed under French man- 
date, 582. 

Table of Magnates, in Hungary, 789 n. 

^‘Tacking, the practice of,, in the 
Chamber of Deputies, 448, 

Taney, Roger B., quoted, 537, 

Tangier, the neutralization of, 580. 

Tariff, the, as an issue in England, 
25S-259. 

Tawney, R. H,, The British Labour 
Movement, 25Q. 

Taylor, Hannis, Origin mid Growth of 
the English Constitution, 37. 

Temperle^q H. W. 'V., Senates • and 
Upper Chambers, 128. 

Temporal power, of the papacv, 716- 
721. 

Terry, G. P. W., The Represeniatiori 
of the People Act, 1918, 143. 

Thakore, B. K.., Indian Administra- 
tion to the Davm of Responsible 
Government, 354. 

Thayer, W. R., The Dawn of Italian 
Independence, 695; Life and Times 
of Cavour, 695. 

Thiers, ’Adolphe, President of the 
French Republic, 389-390, 402. 

Third Iniermtionale, organization and 
work of, 782. 

Third Republic, in France, establish- 
ment of the, 388; presidents of the, 
398^1,402-408. 

Tocqueviiie, Alexis de, on the nature 
of the English constitution, 1; on 
government of India, 336; on the 
French temperament, 512; on 
French judicial situation, 539 7i; 
on the value of local self-govern- 
ment, 551; on colonial adminis- 
tration, 572. 

Tout, T. F., History of England from 
the Accession of Henry III to the 
Death of Edward III, 37; Chapters 
in the Administrative History of 
Medieval England, 38. 

Tracey, H., The Book of the Labour 
Party, 250, 269, 

Trade and commerce, problems of, 
in Italy, 724-725; in Soviet Russia, 
780-781. 

Transfer of appropriations, 232-233. 

Treasury Bench, in the House of 
Commons, 207. 

Treasury, the British, 222-224. 

Treaty of Paris (1763), 338, 362, 575. 

Treaty of Versailles (1919), 370, 673. 

Treaty-making power, in England, 


50; in the British Dominions, 372; 
in France, 415. 

Tregarthen, G. and P, E. G. Bagley, 
The Australian Commonwealth, Z77. 

Treitschke, Heinrich von, on the 
army and the State, 588; History 
of Germany in the Nineteenth Cen- 
tury, 613. 

Trentin, S., Les transformations re- 
cent es du droit public Italien, 696. 

Trevelyan, G. M., Earl Grey and the 
Reform Bill, 143; The Two-Party 
System in Eiiglish Political His- 
tory, ^ 250; A Short History of the 
Italian People, 695. 

Trial by jury. SeeConrts. 

Troup, "E., The Home Office, 79 n, 89. 

Tunis, the government of, 578-579. 

Turberville, A. S., The House of Lords, 
127. 

Turner, E. R., The Privy Council of 
England in the Seventeenth and 
Eighteenth Centuries, 88; Ireland 
and England, 335. 

Ulster, the settlement of, 317; inter- 
est of, in the home rule movement, 
321; present government of, 334- 
335. 

Unconstitutionality, of laws, in Eng- 
land, 10-11, 286; in France, 520- 
521; in Germany, 621-622; in 
Switzerland, 746-747. 

Undersecretaries, in France, 426-427. 

Underwood, G. M., United Italy, 695. 

Union Central Executive Committee, 
769. 

Union Congress of Soviets, in Russia, 
769. 

Union Council of Commissars, 769- 
771.; 

Unionists, in the House of Commons, 
242, 244-245,247. ofeo Liberal- 
Unionists, Conservatives. 

Union, of England and Scotland 
(1707), 314; of England and Ireland 
C1800), 318. See also South Africa, 
Soviet Republics. 

Union of South Africa, 368-369. 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
767. 

Union Republicaine-Democratique, 
504. 

Unim SacrSe, in France, 501, 505. 

United States, relation of, to League 
of Nations, 818. 

University suffrage, in Great Britain, 
146-147. 

Unproportional representation, 
scheme of, in Italy, 702-703. 



840 


INDEX 


Upper chambers, the functions of, 
124. See also House of Lords, 
Reichsrat, Senate. 

Urban districts, in England, 295-296. 

Van Tyne, Claude H., India in Fer- 
ment, 355. 

Van Wijk, N., The Czechoslovak Re- 
public, S07. 

Veitch, G. S., The Genesis of Parlia- 
■me^itary Reform, 143. 

Vernadsky, G., History of Russia, 785. 

Veto, the suspensory, in France, 410- 
411; in Germany, 631. 

Vice President, the, of Swiss Con- 
federation, 739. 

Victor Emmanuel III, king of Italy, 
697. 

Victoria, queen of England, relations 
of, with her prime ministers, 49-50; 
increased prestige of the monarchy 
under, 58; criticism of ministers by, 
75,85. 

Vincent, J. M., Government in Swit- 
zerland, Ihl. 

Virgilii, F., prohlema della popola- 
zione, 727. 

Vissetelly, E. A., Republican France: 
Her Presidents, Skitesnien, Policy, 
Vicissitudes and Social Life, 418. 

Vocational representation, in Russia, 
773-775. 

Von Sybel, H., The Founding of the 
German Empire, 613. 

Voters^ lists, in England, 151-152; 
in France, 453. 

Votes on accoimt, in England, 227. 

Voting. See Compulsory voting, Suf- 
frage. 

Wallace, W. K., Greater Italy, 695. 

Wallas, Graham, on political parties, 
236. 

Walpole, Sir Robert, first prime min- 
ister of England, 35, 64-65. 

Walpole, Spencer, History of England, 
37, 

War cabinet, the, in England, 66. 

Wartner, Adrian, The Lords: their 
History and Powers, with Special 
Reference to Money Bills, 128. 

Watson, E. S., The National Liberal 
Federation, 269. 

Webb plan, the, 262, 651. 

Webb, Sidney, Grants in Aid, 226 n; 
created peer (Lord Passfield), 262 n, 

Webb, Sidney and Beatrice, A Consti- 
tution for the Socialist Commonwealth 
of Great Britain, 58 n, 84 n, 262 n; 
English Local Government, 31 L 


Webb, Sir Aston, London of the Fw- 
toe, 311. 

Weimar, the constituent assembly .at 
(1919), 614-617. 

Wellington, the Duke of, 212-213. 

W'ells, H. G., Outline of History, 387 n. 

Wendell, Barrett, France of Today, 

514. 

Wheeler-Bennett, J. W. and F. E. 
Langerman, The ' Problem of Secu- 
rity, 676. 

Whips, In the House of Co.mmoi2S,214. 

White, A. B., The Makmg of the 
English Comtituiio'n, *^7^. • 

White, Leonard D., Civil Service in 
the Modern State, 646 n, 

William and Mary, accession of in 
England, 33. 

William the Conqueror, becomes king 
of the English, 20; his policy, 21. ; 

William I, Germ.an emperor,' 600- ■ 
601. 

William II, German emperor, 601- 
602; on ^‘ballots and bullets,” 608; 
flees to' Holland, 612. 

Williamson, J. A.^ A .Short' History of 
British Expansion, 377. 

Willoughby, W. F., Government of 
Modern States, 15. 

Willoughby, W. ' F., W. W. Wil- 
loughby, and S. ,M. Lindsay, The 
System of Financial Administration 
of Great Britain, 235. 

Willoughby, W. W., The Ethical Ba- 
sis of Political Authority, 693 n, 

Wilson scandals, in France, 493. 

Wilson, Woodrow, President of the 
United States, on the nature of 
English constitutional develop- 
ment, 16; quoted, 251; diplomatic 
methods of, 415; relation of, to 
covenant of League of Nations, 
809. 

Wilson, W. L., The Case for the House 
of Lords, 128. 

Witan, the, its organization and pow- 
ers, 18-19; composition of, 130. 

Wittke, C., History of Canada, 377. 

Woman suffrage, in England, 141- 
142; absence of, in France, 452. 

Woods, Maurice, History of the Tory 
Party in the Seventeenth and Eight- 
eenth Centuries, 250. 

Woolsack, the, in the House of Lords, 
116 n. 

Workers' Councils, in Germany, 650- 
653. 

World Court, $12-813. 

World Peace Foundation, Year Books, 
819. 



INDEX 


841 


WorsfoMj, W. B., The Union of South 
Africa, Z77. 

Wright, A., and P. Smith, Parliament 
Past and Present ,221. 

Wright, a H. G,, History of the Third 
"French Republic, 395. 

Young, E. II., TheASystem of National 
Finance, 235. 

Young, George, The New Germany, 

ML.. . . 


Young plan, 674-675. 

Yovanovitch, N,, Mude sur la con- 
stitution du Toyaume des Serbes, 
Croates et Slovenes, 807. 

Yugofif, A., Economic Trends in Soviet 
Russia, 785. 

Zevaes, A., Histoire de la troisihme 
republique, 395. 

Zimmern, A., The Third British Em- 
pire, 378. 



